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Abstract
Electronic mail is one of most popular uses of information technology. This study
examined the use, fit and effect of email communication within thirteen community
colleges in Tennessee. Four specific research questions were addressed: 1) How is email
being used in faculty/administration communication within community colleges in the
state of Tennessee? 2) Are there differences in the way email is used for communication
between faculty in different disciplines and their administrators? 3) Is email
communication changing access of faculty to administrators and vice versa at the
community college level in Tennessee? 4) Do faculty and administrators perceive that the
processes of professional communication are being changed by email?
The researcher created a survey for the assessment of the research questions. The
survey instrument was distributed to a sample of administrators and faculty from each of
the thirteen institutions during the spring semester 2002. The responses to the survey
were analyzed to address the research questions.
The study found that email is being used extensively in communication between
faculty and administrators at the community college level. Administrators and faculty are
accessible through email and the majority respond to the messages themselves. The
perception of faculty and administrators is that email is changing the communication
practices at the community college level. Increased access, less formality, and improved
communication between administrators and faculty were cited as ways email is changing
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Information technology is advancing at an astronomical rate. The use of information
technology in business, government and education is changing the context of the
environment and challenging the way “things are done around here”. Computer-
mediated-communication (CMC) is synchronous or asynchronous electronic mail and
computer conferencing. Senders relay text messages from their computers to receivers’
computers. Electronic mail, called email, is being used as an everyday mode of
communicating in the workplace. In some professions, email is replacing the telephone as
the primary form of communication. Email has been used to reveal the private actions of
our nation’s president, cause the resignation of the president of a major university, and
provide the last mode of communication of many of the victims in the terrorist attacks on
the world trade towers in New York City.
The use of email continues to grow and the business world becomes increasingly
dependent on information technology.(Langer, 2000) Direct electronic mail and/or
information technology enables an educator or student to gain first-hand expert
information within hours, or perhaps even minutes. (Pearson, 1996) The privacy of the
technology is getting better all the time. (By, 1995) The literature acknowledges the rapid
transmittal of sending and receiving information through email as a strength of electronic
communication.
A general question in CMC is the extent to which human communication is altered.
(Walther, 1992) There are implications that email may be a time drain on employees and
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that the medium lacks security and privacy. (By, 1995) When communication becomes
depersonalized, official power relationships often become emphasized and widened.
Electronic sexual harassment and flaming illustrate aspects of uninhibited behaviors that
seem to be encouraged by electronic communication. (Baker, 1998) “Flaming” is a form
of uninhibited communication such as insults, swearing, and hostile, intense language.
(Walther, 1992)
Email researchers need to be able to isolate and study the important communication
dynamics involved with the medium. (Miller, 1994) The changed dynamics raise
questions. Are the changed dynamics enabling a mode of communication freer of group
dynamic bias? Are responders becoming more honest and blunt or do the changed
dynamics allow responders just to be rude? (Langer, 2000) The choice of one medium,
e. g. email, may directly affect the message. Research can also explore the differences
and effects of asynchronous versus synchronous communication. (Walther, 1996)
Other issues concerning the medium of email for communication need to be
addressed. A gap in information is created when facial expression and other non-verbal
communications are not readily shared. (Cunningham, 1996) Questions arise concerning
the validity of the persons responding through the electronic medium. Are the
respondents who they say they are? How does one know someone has not substituted for
the identified respondent? These questions give rise to implications for classroom
communication between students and faculty as well as organizational communication
within power structures of the institution. (Langer, 2000)
There are additional questions to be answered as well. Are boundaries within
organizational structures being affected by email communication? Are there differences
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in the impact of email and written documents in an educational setting? How are writers
using different media? How does the medium of discourse affect the conversation?
(Baker, 1998) How does the use of email affect the development, maintenance. and
distribution of power in an organization? There has been observation that change of
"communication networks" increases vertical communication as well as communication
at the same level. There is a flattening of the organizational hierarchy. (Kersten, 1992)
Electronic mail has the potential to equalize the status differences between participants.
(Miller, 1994)
Communication is a vital function in the educational process and within all
organizations. A variety of scholars from the social science communication disciplines as
well as educators are involved in the research in this area. From the focus on impression
management, Kersten (1992) suggests three areas where research is needed. One area is
the relationship between email users’ goals and actual email utilization. A second
concerns the tactics already identified in face to face interaction that are verbal and
should be applicable in a text based medium like email. The third area is searching for
email patterns of usage that differentiate users, groups, and organizations from one
another.
In higher education settings, electronic mail is challenging the protocol and allowing
direct communication between higher education faculty and administration. As a result
of electronic mail, faculty may communicate with any level of administration within their
institutions directly. Positive or negative responses to administrative decisions, input into
college-wide decisions, as well as specific opinions concerning issues can be instantly
and directly communicated to an individual or to a large group.
As an associate professor at a community college, this researcher has observed the use
of email in faculty/student, faculty/faculty, and administrator/faculty communication.
Various types of communication take occur via email. Communication includes
information exchange (including attachments), meeting schedules, meeting minutes and
committee listings. Other exchanges include personal connections, policy
revisions/additions. requests for information and schedule reminders. The use of this
medium for communication has become a part of the professional world of work for
higher education administration and faculty.
Research is being done on the strategic uses of email within the field of education and
the influences the communication tool has on our perceptions of ourselves and the world
around us. (Kersten, 1992, Tao, 1997). The annual Campus Computing Project, begun in
1990, is the largest continuing study of information technology in American higher
education. The project focus is on instructional technology and how we can use
technology as tools in the education process. The study reveals email is one of the more
frequently used technologies in higher educational settings. Fifty-nine per cent of all
college courses now utilize electronic mail. (Green, 2000)
Communication by way of email occurs frequently between student and teacher.
These computer applications show evidence of perpetuating traditional notions of power
relationships. Email is also being utilized in relationships between teaching colleagues as
a communication device in everyday communication. (Baker, 1998) Access to email is
available at school, work and in an ever-growing proportion of homes. The literature
suggests that the use of technological media be contextualized within sound principles of
second language learning and the medium integrated into the pedagogical process.
(Cunningham, 1996)
Once seen as a medium for a select few, email is now a staple of the American way of
life used by many people of all age groups and both genders. (Langer, 2000) Email use is
changing and challenging relationships in a variety of ways. Educators can use email to
expand the boundaries of power relationships of an organization. The medium also has
the potential power to perpetuate traditional power structures. (Baker, 1998) In computer
conferencing, there is greater equality of participation. It is clear that the tendency for an
individual or group faction to dominate group discussions dissipates in the computer
environment. (Walther, 1992) Email may be used to replace the print-based medium in
exchange of communication and information retrieval or distribution. (Cunningham,
1996) Electronic mail has the potential to improve worker productivity and improve
working relationships between supervisors and employees. (Ey, 1995) Email, as a part of
instructional and information technology, is a major tool used to support teaching and
learning in education. (Green, 2000)
Educational institutions need to examine organizational communication in response
to the technologies. What are the reactions in all areas of the institutional organizations?
The primary focus of the research to date seems to have been communication between
students and teachers. Are there adverse reactions to the technologies (email in
particular)? Are these adverse reactions based on previous negative experiences, lack of
knowledge, skill or resources? (Locatis, 1999)
Problem
There has been very little research done in the use and impact of email in higher
education communication between faculty and administrators. As the use of electronic
mail increases in the arena of higher education, the work environment experience a
change. Unwritten issues of protocol, power and appeal to “proper” channels of authority
may be challenged through the access provided via electronic mail. Higher education
organizational communication is being affected in various ways by the use of email as a
communication tool and a way of exchange for various types of information. With the
rapidly expanding use of electronic mail as a communication tool between faculty and
administration, the need exists for extensive research in this area. The study presented
here addressed these issues.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to investigate the practices of electronic mail
communication at the community college level between faculty and administrators. The
study addressed four specific questions:
1. How is email being used in faculty/administration communication within
community colleges in the state of Tennessee?
2. Are there differences in the way email is used for communication between
faculty in different disciplines and their administrators?
3. Is email communication changing access of faculty to administrators and vice
versa at the community college level in Tennessee?
4. Do faculty and administrators perceive that the processes of professional
communication are being changed by email?
Methodology
The researcher designed a survey instrument to assess the current use of electronic
mail as a communication tool at the community college level between faculty and
administrators. The assessment instrument contained questions designed to create data
pertinent to the four research questions forming the foundation of this study. A c0py of
the survey is found in Appendix A.
The instrument developed by the researcher was validated and pilot tested prior to its
use as a data collection device. Questions contained in the instrument came from
professional experiences of the researcher and the issues concerning email
communication found in the review of the literature. The survey was validated by expert
review of the student’s committee and pilot tested with selected faculty and
administrators from Walters State Community College. The final survey instrument was
the result of the comments, edits, and suggestions from the researcher’s doctoral
committee and the pilot test.
The population for the research project was the faculty and academic administrators at
the community colleges in the state of Tennessee in the spring of 2002. There are
thirteen community colleges in the system governed by the Tennessee Board of Regents.
A list of faculty names from each institution in various disciplines and select academic
administrative positions in each institution were used to create a stratified random sample
of administrators and faculty from various subject areas. These subject areas were placed
within three categories mathematics/natural science, humanities/behavioral social
science, and technical education.
The list of current faculty was obtained from each community college using the
college catalogs for the academic year 2001-2002. These catalogs were available online
and/or in published hard copies. The faculty were divided into three subgroups:
mathematics/natural science, humanities/behavioral social sciences, and technical
education based on their affiliations with departments or divisions. From each institution,
eight faculty from each of the subgroups were randomly selected. Therefore, the faculty
sample included 24 faculty from each of the 13 institutions for a total sample size of 312
faculty.
From the college catalogs (online or hard copy) a list of no fewer than five
administrators whose job responsibilities involved interaction with faculty in the
academic area was selected from each institution. Examples of such administrators
included vice-presidents/deans of academic affairs and/or student services, directors of
academic areas, deans of divisions, institutional research personnel, and presidents.
Therefore, the administrative sample included five selected administrators per institution
from the published information and the presidents of each institution for a total of
seventy-eight administrators. The total sample from the Tennessee community college
population consisted of 390 participants.
After approval of the study by the human subjects office at the University of
Tennessee, the survey was administered to the potential participants in the study.
Targeted respondents received a preliminary email from the researcher describing the
research study and requesting their voluntary participation in the study. The researcher
communicated with a contact person at each institution who was willing to receive the
survey packets by regular mail and distribute the surveys by way of campus mail to the
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appropriate personnel. In the survey packets, each participant received a letter of
endorsement for the research from the Tennessee Board of Regents, a cover letter
concerning the research, endorsed by the president of the researcher’s college, the survey,
and a self-addressed, stamped envelope for direct return to the researcher. (See Appendix
A for copies of these materials.)
Participants were identified by an alpha/numeric code for the purpose of verifying
response rates for the researcher and allowing follow-up with non-respondents if
necessary. However, identities of the respondents were kept confidential in the data
analysis and reporting.
Data collection took place (January - February, 2002) over a period of four weeks
following the mailing of the last survey packet to an institutional contact person. Mailings
of the survey packets were staggered due to the varying dates for the beginning of spring
semester classes. When a timeframe of two weeks had been allowed for the responses of
a given institution, a follow-up email was sent thanking those who had completed the
survey and encouraging responses from those who had not responded. The response rate
from this procedure was 64%; therefore non-responders were not contacted again. The
data collection was concluded at the end of the four-week period following the mailing of
the last survey packet.
Data analysis included grouping the survey questions and responses according to the
specific research questions addressed by this study. Inferential statistics were used to
quantify responses. Possible statistical applications directed to the responses of faculty
and administrators were explored. However, it was determined that descriptive statistics
displayed through percents, charts and graphs were appropriate to report the findings of
the study.
Assumptions
There were four assumptions made in this study:
1. The survey instrument for assessing the current practices of the use of electronic
mail communication between faculty and administrators at the community college
level was both valid and reliable.
2. Survey respondents were representative of the population of faculty and
administrators of community colleges in the state of Tennessee.
3. The responses to the survey instrument were honest and representative of the uses
of electronic mail in the community college setting in the state of Tennessee.
4. The researcher introduced no bias into the study.
Limitations
1. The study was limited to the 13 community colleges in the state of Tennessee.
2. Identification of faculty and administrators at the community college was limited
to the listings in the 2001-2002 college catalogs.
3. Findings and conclusions of the study are limited by the content of the survey
instrument.




1. The number of faculty selected from each institute of higher education for
participation in the study (312) and the number of administrators (78) were based
on the judgment of the investigator.
2. Findings of the study are based on the responses of 181 faculty and 69
administrators from the thirteen Tennessee community colleges in the spring of
2002.
3. Merging of disciplines into three subgroups was arbitrary.
Importance of the Study
Cunningham (1996) has suggested that there is a need to confront emerging
technologies, investigate their potential and make some value judgments that may
change and evolve with time. Green (2000) has stated that the key information
technology challenges in higher education involve people, not products. Walther
(1996) claims that the single largest application of computer networks is email and
that email will become the dominant interpersonal telecommunications medium. This
study contributes information important to these several needs and claims.
First, this study is important because it provides foundational information
concerning communication exchange between higher education faculty and
administrators. Second, it provides important information concerning current
communication practices in the use of email at the community college level. Third,
the results of the study offer implications for better understanding and improvement
of email communication between faculty and administrators within Tennessee
community colleges and within the Tennessee Board of Regents system.
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Chapter Two
Review of the Literature
Introduction
Information technology has become a way of professional life for educators. The
use of computers to access information through the Internet for research and study is
commonplace. The use of computers for instruction has become a part of the pedagogy
for teaching and learning. The technology provides access to volumes of limitless
information. The tools of technology create opportunities for interactive learning
between teacher and student in very different formats. Information technology has
become a foundational context for educational processes.
Information technology (IT) has also provided new communication tools. These
tools may be used in the context of teaching and learning. Electronic mail now provides
access and availability between educators at a level never before experienced. As a result
of electronic mail, faculty may communicate with each other and with any administrator
directly. Communications consist of exchanging various types of information. A few
examples are factual information concerning a particular topic. meeting announcements,
and input (requested or un-requested) into policy decisions. Other possible
communications include memoranda, data files, graphics, and pictures.
As the use of electronic mail increases in higher education, the work environment
is changing. Unwritten issues of protocol, power, and appeal through “proper” channels
of authority can be challenged through the access provided by electronic mail.
Organizational communication in higher education can be effected in various
ways by the use of email as a communication tool. New ways of exchanging information
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are provided through this communication technology. However, a review of the literature
reveals that very little research has been done on the use of email in higher education.
especially in the use of email communication between faculty and administration. There
appear to be four areas of research fundamental to this study. These areas are: 1)
electronic mail, 2) email, communication theory, and communication research, 3) email
in organizational communication, and 4) email in education.
Electronic Mail
Definition
Tao (1996) offers the following thoughts on defining email:
“Email is the short form for electronic mail. By definition it is mail delivered
through electronic means. However, we should not view this simplistic definition
of email as a static definition. Dependent on the user, the views of email evolve
and the definition becomes somewhat fluid.”
Professionals in telecommunications and those who provide support at the systems
level adopt the broadest definitions for email. ( Sirbu, 1981; Trudell, Bruman, & Oliver,
1984; Cross & Raizman, 1986; Vervest, 1987) Email is an electronic communications
system that is used to send information from one person/site to another, either one-to-one
communication or from one person or group to many people. (Cross & Raizman, 1986)
The use of the word “electronic” broadens the definition by including such technologies
as fax and telex. Email in this definition is seen as non-interactive, self-contained and a
stand-alone unit of information. (Tao, 1995)
Some researchers (Liu, Peek, Jones, Buus, & Nye, 1994; Romiszowski & deHaas
1989; Manes, 1988; Robinson, 1992; Townsend, 1984; Pfaffenberger, 1993) define email
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as only a part of computer-mediated communication. Email as broadly defined is not
limited to text transfer, but messages include graphics and tables as well as pictures.
Education and social science research concerning email infers that email is defined
more in “textual possibilities”. (Dreher, 1984; Thach, 1995; Hawisher & Moran, 1993;
Wild & Winniford, 1993) Specifically email is referred to as being messages sent via the
computer on a person-to-person basis, yet also refers to such popular features as
listserves, computer conferencing and newsgroups. (Tao, 1995). “Email uses computer
text-processing and communication tools to provide a high-speed information exchange
service”. (D’Souza, 1992)
Several characteristics of email need to be considered in attempting to define it and
examine its impact on society. Email is the fastest, most efficient way to send a message.
Email routes information quickly and efficiently. It is usually faster than the telephone,
fax or writing a traditional letter. Email is convenient and economical; there are no
stamps to lick, no envelopes to address. It is easy to copy and paste information, forward
a message, or attach an original file. Many professionals have found advantages to having
an email account. These include allowing work to be done from home and having a
readily available contact to other professionals all over the world. Email is extremely
useful for disseminating information. A message can be broadcast to five recipients or to
five thousand. The management of email is an important consideration. While it is quick
and convenient, email is not a substitute for phone or regular mail; email is not always
better. Ethical, legal and etiquette issues need to be considered. (Greengard, 1995)
14
BriefHistory ofEmail and Email Research
The earliest setup for email communication was by a group of professionals
working for the Department of Defense around 1960. In the beginning, electronic mail
was used for communication between an elite group of computer and technical people.
The use of email did not spread rapidly as a means of mass communication until the
1980’s and 1990’s.
Email, since its birth, has been a means of carrying on communication between
strangers, acquaintances. friends and co-workers alike. Personal computers became
available beginning in the 1970’s. As the accessibility and capabilities of the personal
computer developed, email communication became readily available through either
commercial or non-commercial carriers. (Tao, 1996) Microcomputers brought
application to the desktop and to the masses. As connectivity and communication
improved with the integration of local area and wider area networks, the exchange of
information both privately and publicly evolved. (Locatis, 1999)
Since the 1970’s there has been increased study of electronic mail. Computer
conferencing, email in organizations, and computer bulletin boards are a few areas where
research interest has developed. Projections of the early 1980’s suggested that email
would be used for predominantly simple, efficiency related, mundane purposes; but by
the late 1980’s, researchers began to realize that email could become a way of using the
written word in much more complicated organizational communication settings.
By 1990, email had really begun to escalate as a business tool. Throughout the
1990’s the number of email users grew exponentially. Ey (1995) predicted that by the
year 2000, email users would reach the 100 million mark worldwide, with the majority of
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mailers using the technology for business purposes. As of the end of the year 2001,
Internet and email users now total 498 million people. According to the Nielsen
NetRatings almost half a billion people around the world access the lntemet and/or email.
Email is now being utilized as an inexpensive form of communication and a means of
improving worker productivity. Some companies believe that email is becoming an
indispensable part of doing business. The Electronic Messaging Association estimates
that basic email costs business users about 7 cents per transmission, much less than the
cost of a stamp. Many executives answer their own email and see the medium as a means
of direct communication. (Ey, 1995) Given the escalating use of electronic mail, the
inexpensive cost, and the evolving use of email as a form of direct communication, it is
important to understand email, its use, and implications for our communication
environment.
Email Issues
Email is a powerful tool; the ability to transmit and collect information by way of
email is extraordinary. Steen (1999) quotes Jim Bruce, of the law firm Wiley Rein &
Fielding in Washington saying: “People say the most incredible things on e-mail. The
power of email is in a sense its own downfall, because it’s so easy to transmit and
collect.” Steen (1999) also reports that a study commissioned by Cambridge,
Massachusetts based Elron Software involving email practices reveals that more than
85% of adults say they send or receive personal email messages at work. Email can be
used as evidence in cases claiming sexual harassment, discrimination of all sorts, or
hostile work environments. Invasion of privacy issues and transfer of copyrighted
documents without permission are other legal concerns.
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Steen’s report on email legalities implies companies need clear email policies. In
establishing policies, representative groups need to be involved. Lawyers need to identify
possible legal dangers. Information technology (IT) people need to identify what is
technically feasible. People from the organization, knowledgeable about the culture of the
company, need to determine how the policy should be implemented and enforced.
Employers must be able to make sure that no illegal activity is taking place through their
computer systems. Even though email has a casual feel, it is an official company
document. (Steen, 1999) Employees within a company may have different
interpretations of their email policy; some in fact may even be unaware an email policy
exists within their organization.
Ladd (1997) writes “new technology brings with it morally important changes”.
Shapiro and Anderson (1985) in their seminal work on ethics and etiquette of email agree
that aspects of email involve reinterpreting and extending the standard social norms to
cover the use of email. Shaprio and Anderson raise the issue of the likelihood that a
recipient of an email message may react negatively or inappropriately to a message that
has been misinterpreted. Misinterpretation can occur as a result of several attributes of the
medium. Casual and formal messages can look alike. Near-instantaneous responses are
possible rather than reasoned responses which might have been required. “Technology
elicits a powerful sense of urgency that can result in unthinking haste as one rushes to
embrace the potential. The time was when one’s unethical words or actions were
restricted to those within earshot and range of observation. With technology that range
became unrestricted in time and space.” (Blazey, 1999)
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Summary ofFindings and Relevance to the Study
Spooner and Yancey (1996) define “email simple” as:
“Much like writing a letter, it is signaled by greetings,. ...closings, and other
conventions; sometimes the author composes online, sometimes uploads a
prepared text; author and topic are not unique, but the audience is (as in letters).
In its affective dimension, it feels like a hybrid form, combining elements one
would expect in letters, on the phone, or in face-to-face conversation.”
This study defined email as messages being sent through personal computers for
professional communication. The definition of email for this study reflects those types of
communication that can take place through commonly used software available to
educators such as Eudora or Microsoft Outlook Express. These include simple text
messages, attached Word files, attached Excel files, email used in memorandum form,
replies to incoming information, and other attachments such as graphics and pictures.
Email is a fast, efficient, convenient, and economical tool for communication. Because
of the evolving use of email, how the technology fits in an organization and the effects of
the technology on the lives of the users are as important as the technology.(Locatis, 1 999).
This study concerned the use and effects of email technology within the organization of
community colleges in Tennessee.
This study did not directly address legal issues. However, the study did address
awareness of campus policy, threats by email, unintentional sending, and
misinterpretation of messages. An awareness of the current perspectives on these issues
helps target areas where new knowledge and understanding need to be addressed.
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Email, Communication Theory, and Communication Research
Electronic mail is a form of communication so popular that its initialized nickname email
is now a household word. (Ey, 1995) As a form of communication, it needs to be studied
in the context of communication theory.
The Merriam-Webster dictionary (1998) defines communication as “an act or
instance of transmitting; information communicated; a verbal or written message; a
process by which information is exchanged between individuals through a common
system of symbols, signs, or behavior”. David Berlo (1960) describes communication as
a sender (S) transmitting a message (M) through a channel (C) to a receiver (R). This
model of communication is referred to as the SMCR model. Most communication
theories according to Steven Axley (1984) rest on one or more of these assumptions:
0 Language transfers thoughts and feelings from one person to another.
0 Speakers and writers insert thoughts and feelings into words.
0 Words contain those thoughts and feelings.
o Listeners or readers extract those thoughts and feelings from the words.
Gratz (1981) describes the structure of communication as a communicator (C). a
message (M), through a social or role relationship (R), creating an episode (E). Messages
become part of a dialogue and not two monologues. There can be several meanings for
any message. The sender and receiver views of the message can be altered by the
messages that come before or after a certain message is received. The only person who
can evaluate the message with respect to its motive is the person who produced it. The
role relationships (people to people, position to position) take place in a social context,
such as the community college. These personal or professional relationships will
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influence how a message is seen. These relationships produce an episode. (Pearce and
Conklin, 1979) Communicators learn what each other is saying through episodes. In
context, we learn the meaning of a particular message.
Examination of email suggests that it becomes the channel or medium in the
Berlo model. The messages sent through electronic mail use language to express the
thoughts and/or feelings of the sender. The receiver of the email extracts and interprets
the thoughts and/or feelings of the sender. Email in this context models the basic
assumptions of communication according to Axley.
The use of email for professional organizational communication in higher
education is more clearly modeled by Gratz’s description. Email provides the message(s)
(M) from a communicator (C), and in the context of the role relationship (R) an episode
(E) results. At times these episodes are simply informative. Other episodes involve
request for action or input. The importance or significance to the receiver depends on the
content, context and the interpretation of the message.
More than half of office workers find it more effective to share knowledge
electronically rather than talking face to face. (Nua lntemet Surveys, 2002) Warren
Royal, president of CyberNet Communications says: “It’s [email] is changing the way
people communicate. One advantage of email is the freedom to think about what one
wants to say and how to respond.” Messages via email are transferred almost instantly
from one computer to one or many others. Email is fast, efficient and effective in the
transfer of messages.
Graham, Barbato, and Perse (1993) suggest that motives for communicating are not
independent of context. In their view, why we communicate, who we communicate with,
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and how we communicate our motives are equally significant, equally dependent. and
equally represented in the communication interaction; certain media channels are thought
to satisfy specific motives. Communication goals help determine which technology will
be used in a given situation. (Graham et al., 1993) A channel of communication has
social presence when message receivers feel that a person (rather than an medium) is
delivering the message. (Williams & Rice, 1983) A person who chooses email to fulfill a
need to control may be willing to sacrifice richness and presence in favor of control.
Westmyer et a1. (1998), in a study concerning interpersonal communication designed
an exploration of the communication channels people see as most appropriate and
effective for achieving various communication goals and examined the possible
differences among those channels in terms of perceived communication appropriateness
and effectiveness. Two studies were conducted. Participants in study one examined the
channels they felt were strongest in fulfilling interpersonal needs. Participants in the
second study rated the effectiveness and appropriateness of the channel choice based on
scenarios involving specific motives, direction and channel. Oral and face-to-face
communication channels were overwhelmingly chosen over written channels.
Respondents perceived that interpersonal communication needs satisfied through oral
communication were more effective and appropriate. Westmyer says the results show
communicators’ motives relate to channel preferences and some channels are functional
alternatives. Fulfillment of work-related information needs might be best accomplished
through written or asynchronous channels. Westmyer’s research findings supported the
findings of Perse and Courtright (1993), who also found that oral communication (i.e.
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conversation and telephone use) was rated higher to fulfill communication needs than
were written channels (i. e. computer use).
Flaherty et a1 (1998) conducted a study on Internet and face-to-face communication
channels. The study examined the motives for using computer-mediated communication
and face-to-face interpersonal interactions. He hypothesized that, if the channels of
communication are alternatives, the gratification of needs in the communication should
be the same. A purposive group of lntemet users represented the sample from a
Midwestern university. Self-administered questionnaires were emailed to participants and
returned by email. The response rate was 92%, or fifty-seven of the sixty-two requests.
The results suggest that based on the combined use of interpersonal and media related
motives the lntemet is not a true functional alternative to face-to-face interaction. Several
issues including the possibility of not using some relevant motives for communication
through the unique medium in the study became clear. Some relative motives might not
have been involved in this study because of the unique medium of the lntemet. Flaherty
suggests other issues relative to motive such as the target of the message, the urgency of
the message, and the social or task nature of the message might be targets for future
research.
The Media Richness Model
The media richness model proposes that a primary objective in communication is
to reduce ambiguity through media selection. (Daft & Lengel, 1984; Trevino, Daft, &
Lengel, 1990; Trevino, Lengel, & Daft, 1987) The model assumes that specific
communication media vary in the capability to reduce ambiguity (unclear meaning) and
that ambiguity is a function of the medium’s richness. In this model, the richness of the
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medium is seen as the ability to facilitate feedback, communicate multiple cues, present
individual tailored messages and use natural language to convey nuances. The predicted
rank order of media in terms of richness is face-to-face, telephone, electronic mail,
personal written text (letters, memos), formal written text (documents, bulletins) and
finally formal numeric text (computer output). (Schmitz & Fulk, 1991) Trevino, Lengel
and Bodensteiner, Gerloff and Muir (1990) in a study of 40 professionals in a computer
center found that the participants ranked the media in the order predicted by the media
richness model. D’Ambra and Rice (1994) in a study involving managers on the use of
voice mail concluded from their study that the order of media richness was face-to-face,
telephone, voice mail, email followed by business memo.
Other studies using the media richness model, (Russ, Daft, & Lengel, Fulk and Ryu
1990) found that face-to-face communication was preferred for incidents of high
ambiguity and that electronic mail ranked even lower than written documents on the
media richness scale. Earlier, Markus (1988) had found that electronic mail was used for
communication tasks that involved high degrees of ambiguity.
The Social Influence Model
The social influence model (SI) of technology use postulates that individual
perceptions of media use are, in part, socially constructed. Media properties, such as
richness, may be subjective-influenced by attitudes, statements, and behaviors of others
in the workplace. (Fulk, Schmitz, & Steinfield, 1988; Fulk, Steinfield, Schmitz, & Power,
1987; Schmitz, 1987, 1988) Presumably, expertise in using new communication
technologies facilitates use. Schmitz (1987) found that email use varies inversely with
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computing experience, usage is positively related to email experience and keyboarding
skills. (Schmitz, 1991)
In 1986 Morgan argued that email has a significant role in the dynamic and political
processes inherent in organizations. Markus (1988) suggested that email users choose
email because of the ability to preserve the communication and because of the cues
(visual, voice, non-verbal) email fails to transmit. Phillips (1989) argued that email users
may use the carbon copy (cc) feature to create the increased probability of receiving a
response or to create a desirable social identity. Kersten (1992) examined several samples
of email within an organization and found that the potential for impression management
(ingratiation, self-promotion, intimidation, exemplification, and supplication) was great.
He found from his exploration that email influences the development, maintenance and
distribution of power in organizations.
Summary ofFindings and Relevance to the Study
Email is a popular choice as a channel for communication. Face-to-face
communication, because of the richness of the media, has been found to be the chosen
channel for communication to reduce the ambiguity. Because email is fast, efficient, easy
to use and allows immediate access, will the preferred channel of communication
change?
The goals and motives of the users of emails relate to the social influence of the
medium. Why, who and how email is used may reveal that the dynamics and political
processes within an organization are changing. Episodes produced through any medium
of communication directly affect our understanding of the workplace and productivity.
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This study examined the preferences of the channel for communication between
faculty, their supervisors, and other administrators. The study also examined channel
preferences between administrators, their supervisors and faculty. Understanding current
practice helps us understand how email is evolving as a form of communication within
our organizations.
Email in Organizational Communication
Email has important implications for organizational communication. It offers both
effectiveness and efficiency (Rice & Bair, 1984; Williams, 1982), potential to change the
nature and diversity of interpersonal interaction (Fulk, Power, & Schmitz, 1986; Kiesler.
1986; Rice, 1984), and potential to change the organization itself (Rogers, 1986).
Electronic mail provides new ways to support work in groups that are distributed by
space or time. Studies show that members of computer-mediated groups participate more
equally in discussions than do members of face-to-face groups. (e. g. Dubrovsky, Kiesler,
& Sethna, 1991; Kiesler, Zubrow, Moses, & Geller, 1985; Siegel, Dubrovsky, Kiesler,
McGuire, 1986; Straus, 1995; Weisband, 1992). Participants in computer-mediated
discussions can type messages simultaneously and not have to compete for floor time.
Straus (1996) focused a study on the equalization of participation based on the loss of
non-verbal, paralinguistic, status, and other cues pertaining to the social context. The
study hypothesized that electronic communication would reduce individuals’ inhibition in
contributing to discussions because of the sense of anonymity and depersonalization the
medium allows. One hundred sixty-two undergraduate students at Carnegie Mellon
University participated in the study. Participation was voluntary, and students received
credit for a research requirement. The methodology involved group discussion involving
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face-to-face and computer mediated communication. Straus found that the computer
groups participated more equally in discussion than the face-to-face groups. Computer
group participants, however, seemed to be less satisfied with the task process. Other
research supports these findings. (Hollingshead et al., 1993; Kraut et al., 1992)
The development of communication technology (e.g.electronic mail) has led to
more refined communication awareness in organizations. (Danowski, 1983) With the
networking available today, connectivity and communication are providing exchanges for
communication privately and publicly. (Locatis, 1999) Previous boundaries for
communication are expanding and allowing for exchanges of information to carry out
critical functions of decision-making and control. (Huber & Daft, 1987). Petronio (1998),
in a review of the literature on boundaries, argues that people can choose to remain
within their borders or engage in communication to find common ground with others.
Through links in communication to others outside a given boundary, the boundaries may
become more permeable and the density of the boundary walls more relaxed.
Petronio (1998) argues that the challenge is for researchers to conduct a thorough
analysis of communication and miscommunication in terms of boundaries and the context
in which they occur. Postmes (1998), in a review of experimental research, found several
studies (Dubrovsky et al., 1991; Herring, 1993; and Postmes, Spears, Sakhel, & deGroot,
1998) to emphasize that computer-mediated communication can actually empower inter-
group boundaries.
Summary ofFindings and Relevance to the Study
Email has the potential to change interpersonal interactions, boundaries within an
organization and the organization itself. The use of email group discussion and group task
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assignments can transcend space and time. Email has potential to equalize participation in
group discussion and/or decision making processes.
This study examined the use of email for input into decision-making processes within
the community colleges. This study explored how email communication is used for input
into the decision-making processes and at what levels (department, institution. system)
this is occurring.
Email In Education
Email and computer-mediated instruction are influencing education in the United
States. Computer-mediated communication is being used increasingly in education.
Computer-assisted instruction has become popular at the elementary, secondary and
college levels. The Journal ofComputer Assisted Learning, the Journal ofComputer-
Based Instruction, and the Journal ofEducational Computing Research have been
developed to fill the needs of those doing research in the area of computer-assisted
instruction. (Kuehn, 1994)
An example of research in this area is the investigation of the influence of three types
of teacher discourse styles in facilitating computer-mediated class discussion. Ahern,
Peck, and Laycock (1992) determined that a conversational style of teacher messaging
produced the highest levels of student participation. An instructor that was personable
and encouraging brought more on-line responses from students than did instructors with
impersonal and abrupt answers. Another study of student-to-student computer
communication (McCormick and McCormick, 1992) found that electronic mail served
mostly a social function. Less than half of the undergraduate email in this study
addressed work-related concerns. Students tended to use computer communication for
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social reasons as students provided each other with on-line social and academic
encouragement.
Smolensky, Carrnody, and Halcomb (1990), examined the effect of three types of
group tasks and the level of student group acquaintance on group effectiveness and the
computer communication in the group. They found that the more extroverted the student,
the more he/she used computer communication. The amount of computer-mediated
communication was not found to positively affect the quality of group outcomes, and as
the amount of computer communication increased the less effective the group outcomes
became.
Paechter (2000) conducted an empirical investigation of communication in a virtual
seminar. This study focused on communication from a tutor to the student via email. If
the email used to communicate contained only visual text, students were less satisfied and
evaluated the course and the computer-based learning less positively. Time also appeared
to be a factor in that as more time elapsed there was a decrease in the rate and evaluations
of computer-based learning.
Other studies have also provided interesting findings. A study by Kulik & Kulik
(1991), found that initially high motivation for the use of computer-based teaching
decreases. A study concerning the effect of reticence (saying little) on college students’
use of email communication with faculty (Kelly et al., 2001) found that reticent and non-
reticent students did not differ in their frequency of using email to communicate with
faculty. However, reticent students reported greater comfort and ease (than non-reticent
students) in using email as opposed to oral channels of communication.
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Higher education is an information-processing system. Communication is imperative
for effectiveness and efficiency. Communication difficulties can be life threatening to the
system. Perrow (1970) argues that if people in the business of communication do not
communicate, knowledge will not be pursued in current organizational settings.
Administrators and faculty have different roles and role relationships. Meyer (1975)
argues that teaching is not an activity that is part of the structure of higher education. His
argument is based on what colleges and universities actually do control with respect to
education. He contends that administrators follow formal guidelines for every manner of
administrative behavior from the transfer of funds to reports in various areas. What they
administer, education, has no institutional guidelines. Specific behaviors or methods of
teaching are seldom required. Meyer’s critique reminds administrators of how little they
can directly control.
Gratz’s (1981) survey of research on communication in higher education
administration found that nearly all such research at that time was about external
communication. Examples included communication with local government boards (Bard
and Olinsky, 1974), between schools at the same or different levels (Dobson and Dobson,
1977), and evaluating external communication in general (Goldhaber, 1974).
At the high school level, Bernstein (1998) in an article on email and school-based
communications, focused on how email was being used by a high school to reach out to
the parents of the community and improve external communications. He found email to
be a speedy, informal and cost effective way of giving parents information. The article
suggests that external communication is seemingly more valued than the uses of email for
internal communication purposes.
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Gratz (1981) argues that administrators are concerned with purposeful action.
Feedback is necessary to control circumstances. Providing opportunities for
communication or feedback, increases the opportunity to form strategies to direct the
course of action. The optimum situation would be to have the necessary organizational
communication to provide feedback that would enable institutions to move away from
negative circumstances. (Gratz, 1981)
Baker (1998) examined a case study of the use of email and written discourse between
an adjunct faculty member and the coordinators of a writing program. The participants
relied on email for discussion the first month and used only written documents the second
month of the study. The discourse involved the staffing policy of the university. He
found that the medium used (email or written documents) was used to shift the
boundaries between participants. Hence, the medium used has the potential to perpetuate
traditional power structures. Baker encourages us to critically examine the way computer
communication is used in everyday administrative communication.
Administrative communication requires our critical attention as we use new mediums.
When open access to communication is provided, subordinates are more likely to
communicate with supervisors. (Conrath, 1973)
Research by Mitra et al. (1999) explored the use of electronic mail by faculty.
Research questions were related to expectations about faculty use of email and the level
of email usage among faculty. The study focused on the use of email in communicating
with students at a small Southeastern private liberal arts institution. A faculty survey was
used, and a response rate of 50% produced 134 responses. It was found that the use of
email was related to the way in which the technology was perceived. Faculty perceptions
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of the technology were based on the promises that had been made about what the
technologies could deliver compared to actual delivery of the promises through the
technology. Faculty who used the computer for email with colleagues used the computer
to communicate with students as well. Faculty usage was related to attitudes and
expectations. The users were not distinguishable from non-users by gender or discipline,
but the most extensive users were faculty who were relatively new at the university and
had used computers earlier in their academic careers. These researchers concluded that
availability of email does not necessarily suggest the use. The researchers suggested that
future research should include a more “natural” environment for observation without
having to assume that all participants of the study used email.
The use of email has not changed the issues educational institutions have always
faced. Among these issues are the right to privacy and academic freedom. In addressing
computers and academic freedom, Kadie (1994) reported that, ethically, email
communications should have the same privacy protection as phone calls.
Some excerpts of policies from the University of Illinois, McGill University (Canada),
and Ohio State University read that email contents are to be viewed as private and
confidential. Other sources suggest that if institutions are asked to provide access to
email records, in general, the law requires that it be done.
Summary ofthe Findings and Relevance to the Study
Incorporation of technology in instructional pedagogy is now a part of the educational
environment. Studies concerning the use of email between teachers and students and in
the context of teacher and learner have been cited. The use of email to communicate
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outside institutions has been examined. However, little research has been done to
examine the communication practices within an educational institution.
This study examined the perceptions ofhow email communication is being used to
communicate within institutions. The study examined the use of email for feedback
concerning issues and decision making as well as information exchange between faculty
and administrators. The study builds on the research suggested by Baker (1998) to
examine the way computer communication is used in everyday administration.
Chapter Two Summary
Email use has escalated in the last twenty years. Email has become a medium for
organizational communication in the business world and in education. Educators are
using email as an instructional tool for learning and for communication among
themselves. Why we communicate, who we communicate with, and how we
communicate our motives are equally significant in the communication interaction.
(Graham et al., 1993) How the technology fits in an organization and affects the lives of
the users is as important as the technology. (Locatis, 1999)
Kersten suggests three areas where research is needed. One area is the relationship
between email users’ goals and actual email utilization. The second area concerns the
tactics already identified in face-to-face interaction that are verbal and should be
applicable in a text based medium like email. The third area identified by Kersten is
searching for email patterns of usage that differentiate users, groups, and organizations
from one another. (Kersten, 1992)
In this new environment, produced by the use of email as a medium for
communication, we are “compelled to commitment and participation”.
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“Information pours on us, instantaneously and continuously. ....Instant
communication insures that all factors of the environment and of experience
coexist in a state of active interplay. . ..Our time is a time for crossing barriers. for
erasing old categories- for probing around. ...Environments are not passive
wrappings, but are, rather, active processes which are invisible. The ground rules,
pervasive structure, and over-all patterns of environments elude easy perception.”
(McLuhan, 1967)
This study examined the use, fit and effect of email communication within the
community college environment in Tennessee. The study examined the patterns of usage
between administrators and faculty at these educational institutions. To understand and
improve the environment, we must examine the current status. Knowledge of the current
status enables us to continuously improve the effectiveness and the efficiency of our






The purpose of this study was to investigate the electronic mail communication
practices at the community college level between faculty and administrators. The study
addressed these four questions:
1. How is email being used in faculty/administration communication within
community colleges in the state of Tennessee?
2. Are there differences in the way email is used for communication between
faculty in different disciplines and their administrators?
3. Is email communication changing access of faculty to administrators and vice
versa at the community college level in Tennessee?
4. Do faculty and administrators perceive that the processes of professional
communication are being changed by email?
Design
The study undertaken was a type of case study within individual institutions with the
possibility of creating a view of email communication throughout the system of
community colleges in Tennessee. (Yin, 1994) The design involved using a systems
perspective consisting of intuition, experience, and a valid survey instrument to identify
and describe the communication practices within the community colleges. (Goulden,
1992) The researcher attempted to relay the findings with implications for change or
improvement, but not judgment or recommendations regarding the practices of
participating institutions. (Schein, 1993) The instrument for data collection was created
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based on the observations, experiences, informal interviews and review of the literature.
Unknown observers have more potential for knowing and understanding the internal
connections of the organization (Schwartz, 1979). As an unknown observer until the
initiation of the study, the researcher was able to use the knowledge and understanding
gained in this capacity in the design of the study.
The Instrument
During the fall semester 2001, a survey was designed to measure the utilization and
current practices of the use of email in communication between faculty and
administrators at the community college level. The most important focus in developing
and administrating the survey is to know your audience (Edwards, 1996). The survey
began with a draft of potential questions relevant to the purpose of the research. Table 1
illustrates the connections between the research questions and the survey questions.
Table 1: Comparison of Research Questions and Survey Questions
 
Research Question Related Survey Questions
RQl: How is email being used in faculty/
administration communication within
community colleges in the state of
Tennessee?
SQ4, SQS, SQ6, SQ7, SQ8, SQ9, SQ10,
SQll, SQ12, SQ13, SQ14, SQ15, SQ16,
SA17, SQ18, SQ19, SQ20, SQ21, SQ21a,
SQ21b, SQ22, SQ22d, SQ23, SQ24,
SQ25
RQ2: Are there differences in the way
email is used for communication between
faculty in different disciplines and their
administrators?
SQ17, SQ19, SQ20, SQ21b
RQ3: Is email communication changing
access of faculty to administrators and vice
versa at the community college level in
Tennessee?
SQ3, SQ3a, SQ3b, SQ12, SQ13, SQ21,
SQ21a and the questions for RQ2
 
 
RQ4: Do faculty and administrators
perceive that the processes of professional
communication are being changed by
email?  




These questions were the product of the review of the literature, informal interviews with
faculty and administrators on their use of email, and professional experiences with the
use of email. From these questions a rough draft of the survey was created. This draft
was then edited with two important objectives in mind.
The first objective was to create questions for the survey instrument that every
potential respondent would be able to interpret similarly, respond to accurately from their
perspective and be willing to answer. (Dillman, 2000) The goal was to produce clear
questions with simple answers that could be trusted in analysis of the responses. Wording
of the questions, design of the responses and the.number of open-ended questions were
considerations that were revisited several times.
The second objective was to produce a valid survey using the researcher’s
doctoral committee as an expert panel. Meetings with committee members allowed
clarification of questions, rewording of phrases, and creation of an organizational design
that was clear and allowed easy navigation. The objectives were to make sure that
questions would solicit desired responses, reduce non-response questions (“stoppers” as
one committee member referenced them), and to reduce or avoid measurement error
through good questionnaire design. “Constructing a self-administered questionnaire is
difficult at best.” (Dillman, 2000) The survey for this project went through seven drafts
before being finalized.
The desired outcome for the questionnaire was a document that had been tested
and retested, and was ready to go to the respondents. When the sixth draft was prepared,
four professionals representative of the study population were chosen to pilot test the
instrument. The individuals were:
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Dr. Jim Ford, Professor of Physics, WSCC, former dean of academic
affairs and community college president
Mrs. Vicki Borlaug, Associate Professor of Mathematics
Dr. Mary Owens, Professor of Mathematics
Dr. Gary Skolits, Institute for Assessment and Evaluation UTK and
former community college assistant vice-president and institutional
research dean
These individuals took the survey as if they were respondents, suggested wording
changes for clarification, and raised issues about relevance of certain ideas to the study
The final draft of the survey was created based on the results of this pilot test. A copy of
the survey instrument is found in Appendix A of this dissertation.
The first research question posed for this study explored the use of email in the
community colleges. The majority of the survey questions, as shown in Table 1, related
to the utilization of email. These questions explored access, use, sending and receiving of
email, responses to email, types of email involved, awareness of policy and input into the
decision making processes. (SQ4-SQ25)
The second research question explored the way email is being used by faculty in
different disciplines and their administrators and was addressed by four survey questions.
(SQ17, SQ19, SQ20, SQ21b) The content of these questions included the form of
communication used most frequently between faculty members and their immediate
supervisors, the sending and receiving of messages with the immediate supervisor, and
the knowledge of the supervisor about communications with other administrators.
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The third research question examined the changing access of faculty to administrators
and vice versa. Questions addressing this area included the ones for research question two
as well as questions concerning direct access to the person being emailed (Q3), the way
email is being sent or received between faculty and administrators (SQ12,SQ13), and
questions about faculty communication with other administrators and administrators
communication with their supervisors other than the immediate supervisor (SQ21,
SQ21a).
The fourth research question considered the processes of professional communication
and the perceptions of change. The decision making processes were addressed in
questions concerning input into decision making processes (SQ22, SQ22d), at what levels
(SQ22a, b, c), the changing practices within an institution (SQ26), the changing practices
at the community college level in general (SQ27), and an open ended response question
(SQ28) on how email has affected the communication practices between faculty and
administrators.
Table 1 charts the relationships between survey questions and the overarching
questions that have just been described. This chart became the blueprint for compiling
and analyzing the survey data.
The Sample
The population for the research project was the faculty and academic administrators at
the community colleges in the state of Tennessee. There are thirteen community colleges
in Tennessee all governed by the Tennessee Board of Regents. The researcher obtained,
either from online access or hard copy, a 2001-2002 catalog from each of the thirteen
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community colleges. The faculty of each institution were color coded and numbered by
discipline: orange for math/natural science faculty, green for humanities/social science
faculty, yellow for faculty in the technical disciplines. A total of 1326 faculty were
identified from the catalogs. Administrators in academic areas were highlighted in pink.
The objective in selection of administrator participants was to have a representative
sample of administrators from each institution who typically have communication with
faculty. Examples of administrators included deans/vice-presidents of academic affairs or
student affairs and department deans/directors. From the list of highlighted
administrators in each college catalog, the investigator selected five participants.
Administrators in the positions of academic vice presidents, student services vice
presidents, and deans or division chairs of disciplines were selected. The president of
each community college was added to the sample bringing the total administrative sample
to six administrators from each of the thirteen community colleges.
Faculty participants were chosen by stratified random sample. The researcher totaled,
by institution, the number of faculty in each sub-group: mathematics/natural science,
humanities/social science, and technical programs. Using a Texas-Instrument 83
statistical calculator, eight faculty from each sub-group were selected. The calculator has
a random number generator with several programs built into the system. For example, if
the college had 54 faculty in math/science, the researcher chose random numbers (1, 54).
By requesting numbers from the calculator, the researcher picked the first non-repetitive
eight numbers provided by the calculator. The faculty participants from that discipline in
that institution were then selected by number and recorded on a sheet of paper. This
process was repeated for the other faculty sub-groups. The process was then repeated for
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each institution. Each college had a two-digit code from 01-13. A list of participants for
each college was created. The six administrators and twenty-four faculty from each
institution were listed within each category: administration, math/natural science,
humanities/social science and technical disciplines. Codes were used to identify the
surveys. These codes included the institution number (01-13) and a discipline identifier.
The absence of a letter indicated administration (administrative surveys were printed on
blue paper). The letter “M” represented math/natural science; “H” represented
humanities/social science; “T” represented the faculty chosen from the technical
disciplines.
The total number of participants consisted of 312 faculty and 78 administrators
for a total sample size of 390. The recommended sample size for a given population of
1400 is 302. (Gay, 2000)
Data Collection
A cover letter explaining the scope and purpose of the project was created. The
president of the researcher’s college provided endorsement and supportive statements for
use in the cover letter. The researcher’s committee chair approved the survey and cover
letter, and a request was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for approval
of the research project. Upon approval of the project by the IRB, a copy of the survey
instrument and cover letter were mailed to the associate vice-chancellor of academic
affairs of the Tennessee Board of Regents, the higher education system in which all
Tennessee community colleges are housed. The associate vice-chancellor provided a
support letter from a system perspective endorsing the project and encouraging responses.
The materials used to form the survey packet are located in Appendix A.
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Copies of the survey, cover letter and system endorsement were made. Survey
packets were then created. Each packet contained the system endorsement letter on TBR
stationary, the cover letter for the research on Walters State letterhead, the survey
instrument and a stamped self-addressed envelope for return of the survey instrument to
the researcher. These packets were placed in 9” by 12” manila envelopes. Each envelope
was addressed by hand to the faculty member/administrator selected for participation.
The address included the name, title and discipline area of the faculty member. These
packets were divided into stacks of 29 each for each of the respective community
colleges. Surveys for the community college presidents were mailed directly to the
thirteen presidents. The researcher felt that better participation by the presidents would be
obtained if they received a personal mail out of the survey and cover materials.
To provide for easy distribution through the campus mail of the individual
institutions, office locations needed to be identified. Using the TBR campus directory
links on the TBR web page, specific faculty locator information was found. The design
and consistency of these web pages was extremely variable. Two items necessary to the
study needed to be obtained: the email addresses of the selected participants of the study
and the office locations for campus mail efficiency.
The researcher identified thirteen contact persons, one for each institution. Some
contacts were personal friends made through professional contacts; others were
secretarial contacts found in the campus home page. If the email addresses were
unavailable on the web site, the contact persons did their best to assist the researcher in
locating these personnel. If a selected faculty member was no longer with the institution,
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another faculty member was selected based on the stratified random sampling described
earlier in this chapter.
Once the campus mail information was added to the envelopes, the researcher
placed the twenty-nine packets in a large bubble envelope addressed to the campus
contact at each of the thirteen community colleges involved in the study. The contact
persons agreed to place the enclosed envelope packets in the campus mail upon arrival at
the institution. One exception occurred to this process; the researcher placed the packets
in the campus mail of her home institution and return envelopes were addressed to the
researcher through campus mail.
Timing of the mail-outs of the survey was strategic. Faculty beginning a new
semester would most likely not respond to a voluntary survey requested within the first
two weeks of class. From the campus web sites, the researcher established the beginning
class dates for each institution. Mail-outs to the institution took place on the eighth or
ninth class day of the semester. Packets were sent through priority mail with receivers’




Table 2: Survey Packet Mail-Out Schedule
Classes begin Date Number of Colleges Mail-Out Date
Spring Semester 2002
January 7 2 January 16
January 9 2 January 18
January 10 1 January 23
January 11 3 January 23
January 14 2 January 25
January 16 1 January 28
January 22 2 January 31/February l  
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Preliminary emails were sent to each of the participants the day the survey
packets were placed in the mail for that institution. These emails contained the following
text:
“In a few days you will be receiving, via campus mail, a survey concerning email
communication between faculty and administrators at the community college
level. Please take a few moments to complete the survey and return the response
in the stamped self-addressed envelope provided. I believe you will find the brief
survey an interesting investment of your time. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation and assistance in this research project.” (See Appendix B.)
Two contact persons emailed to confirm receipt of packets and distribution. As the
surveys began to be returned by regular mail to the researcher, receipt by the other
institutions were verified. A web site was available from the post office to confirm
delivery to each institution. This confirmation evidenced that the packets had been
received, but did not confirm distribution into the campus mail system.
After two weeks had been allowed for the responses of a given institution. a
follow-up email was sent thanking those who had completed the survey and encouraging
responses from those participants from whom responses had not yet been received. The
text of that email read:
“To those of you who have already responded to my research survey on email
communication, Thank You! ! I!
To those who have not responded, please consider completing the survey and
placing it in the campus mail. I am grateful for your consideration of this
request.” (See Appendix B.)
Data collection was complete by the last day of February 28, 2002. Table 3 displays the
response rates by institution and the number of respondents in each category.
In Table 3 faculty groups are identified by the same codes used for the surveys M for





Table 3: Response Rates for Survey
Institution President Other Faculty Faculty Faculty Total Response
Admin Group Group Group Responses Rate
M H T
01 1 5 5 2 5 18 60%
02 l 5 7 4 6 23 77%
03 l 4 3 6 6 20 67%
04 l 5 5 5 5 21 70%
05 0 4 5 6 5 20 67%
06 1 5 6 3 7 22 73%
07 1 4 6 4 4 19 63%
08 1 4 7 3 6 21 70%
09 l 5 3 5 4 18 60%
10 1 4 7 5 2 19 63%
11 1 4 2 2 3 12 40%
12 1 3 5 4 2 15 50%
13 1 5 6 7 3 22 73%
Totals 12 57 67 56 58 250 64%       
technology disciplines. Responses totaled 250 for a response rate of 64%. Response rates
for administrators from all institutions were greater than 50%. Faculty identified by
stratified random sample totaled eight (8) in each group. A response number of less than
four in a faculty group indicates there was not a 50% response rate from this discipline in
a particular institution.
The Analysis
Upon completion of the collection of data, codes were created to represent the
sources of the responses. Institutions were identified by the code number used for the
specific community college (01-13). The numbers one and two represented the status of
the respondent, a 1 for administrator and 2 for faculty. Titles were coded one through
eight using one for president, two for vice president, three for assistant vice president,
four for dean/division chair, five for professor, six for associate professor, seven for
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assistant professor, and eight for instructor. Disciplines were represented by: 1 for
math/natural science, 2 for humanities/social science, and 3 for technologies.
All yes/no questions were coded l for yes and 2 for no. Questions 11, 12, 13. 14. 17. 18.
21b, 22a, 22b, 22c, 26, 27 and 28 had specific codes for various responses. All responses
were coded into an Excel file.
The Excel file was loaded on the SPSS statistics package for analysis. Descriptive
statistics from the SPSS file were printed. These statistics included a summary of data
from the overall responses and by institution, by status, and by discipline. The results of
the analyses are contained in chapter four and are found in appendices C and D.
Responses from survey question 28 (open ended) were compiled by institution, unedited,
and coded by the case number from the Excel file. The researcher read and evaluated the
responses to the open-ended question holistically. Themes and patterns identified are
presented in the results section of chapter four.
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Chapter Four
Findings of the Study
Introduction
Two hundred fifty community college employees, administrators (69) and faculty
(181), responded to the survey instrument for an overall response rate of 64.1 percent.
One respondent answered only a few questions with a note that he/she was retired from
the system. All 249 other respondents (100 percent), reported they had access to email
(SQl) and 247 (99.2 percent) reported that they use email for professional
communication (SQ2). There were three missing responses for survey question two. One
was the retiree, one left the response blank, and the other replied that he/she did not want
to interact with the computer.
Survey responses were divided into categories related to the specific research questions
of the study. These categories are 1) responses related to use, 2) responses related to
discipline, 3) responses related to access and 4) responses related to process. The
responses related to use were subdivided into three sub—categories: practice, perception
and parameters. Institutional response patterns are discussed in a separate section of this
chapter. Appendices C and D contain tables summarizing the findings for the survey
questions. Discussion of the findings constitutes this chapter. The survey questions are
referenced in the text by the initials “SQ” followed by the number of the survey question.
A copy of the survey is located in Appendix A. All system-wide responses are based on
composite data for the survey question under discussion.
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Responses Related to Use
The first research question concerned the u_se of email in faculty/administration
communication within the community colleges. Twenty-three survey questions were
designed to provide information addressing the use of email. To examine how faculty and
administrators were using email, responses were divided into three areas. These areas
included: 1) practices of email use, 2) perceptions in the use of email, and 3) parameters
for communication by email. Table 4 provides the distribution of survey questions related
to each of these areas and the appendix location of the detailed data analysis.
The Practices
Asynchronous email occurs when an email is sent and a response is received later, or
when one receives an email and then responds. Asynchronous email is much like our
regular mail system with fast arrival to the destination. Synchronous email occurs in
“real” time, where messages are shared back and forth like a “chat” on the computer.
Respondents were asked if they used asynchronous email (SQ15) and/or synchronous
email (SQ16).





Area Survey Questions Appendix Location
Practices SQ15, SQ16 Appendix C-l
SQ10, SQ14 Appendix C-2
SQ 11 Appendix C-3
SQ12, SQ13 Appendix C-4
Perceptions SQ4, SQ5, SQ8, SQ9, SQ25 Appendix C-5
SQ6, SQ7 Appendix C-6
Parameters SQ19, SQ20,SQ21,SQ21a Appendix C-7
SQ17, SQ18 Appendix C-8
SQ22, SQ22d, SQ23, SQ24 Appendix C-9  
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Respondents used asynchronous email messaging the most. System-wide composite
responses indicated 65 of 67 administrators (97.01 percent) used asynchronous email.
System-wide faculty users totaled 170 of 178 (95.5 percent). Institutions 02, 05, 09 and
11, reported no use of synchronous email, and only twenty-six users of synchronous
email were found throughout the system. (See Appendix C, Table 1.)
When asked what types of email do you use (SQ14), responses indicated several
different types of email are being used. Respondents were asked to check all of the types
of email they use. Simple text messages were used by the most respondents (96.4
percent), followed by attached Word files (70.3 percent), replies with appropriate
information (61.8 percent), attached Excel files (30.5 percent), email in memorandum
form (26.9 percent), and graphics/pictures (10.4 percent). (See Appendix C, Table 2.)
Concerning the volume of email, respondents were asked: 0fthe professional
emailsWin the last week, estimate the number you received (SQ10). When a range
of numerals were written for the response, the researcher took the high number from each
response. System-wide composite results showed the mean number of emails received by
administrators and faculty in the last week before completion of the survey _fr_om students
was 12.43 with a standard deviation of 27.97. The mean number of emails received by
administrators and faculty system-wide frgn faculty in a given week was 17.94 with a
standard deviation of 27.7. The mean number of emails received by administrators and
faculty fro—m administrators during a given week was 25.66 with a standard deviation of
25.6. (See Appendix C, Table 3.)
Survey question eleven (SQl I) asked respondents to identify to whom they sgrtthe most
emails in the last week. Appendix C, Table 4, provides the number of responders for each
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category by institution. Administrators sent the most emails to faculty and other
administrators. Faculty sent the most emails to students and other faculty.
Appendix C, Table 5, provides the responses for SQ l2 and SQ l3. Respondents were
 
asked: Ifthe email you receive requests a response, how often do you respond? (SQ 1 2)
Possible responses to this question were: always, most of the time, rarely, and never.
Sixty-eight of sixty-eight administrators (100 percent) system—wide indicated that they
“always” or “most of the time” respond to emails. One hundred seventy-eight of one
hundred seventy nine faculty (99.4 percent) indicated they “always” or “most of the time”
respond to email requests for a reply.
Concerning responses to email, the question was asked: When you respond to an
email message, which ofthefollowing best describes the process? (SQ13) Eighty percent
or more of administrators in eleven of the thirteen institutions said they respond to their
emails by writing and sending the message themselves. Exceptions (less than 80 percent)
among administrators were found in Institution 12 (75.0 percent) and Institution 13 (66.7
percent). Faculty responders (100 percent) at all institutions indicated they write and send
the message themselves. (See Appendix C. Table 5.)
The Perceptions
Respondents were asked several questions which involved their perceptions of their
use of email. Appendices C, Tables 6 and 7, provide the percentages and number of
responses relevant to the survey questions for this area. These questions include:
o Are you aware that anyone else has access to your email? (SQ4)
0 Have you suspected that an email was not from the identified source? (SQ5)
0 Have you accidentally sent an email you did not intend to send? (SQ8)
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0 Have you received a threatening email at work? (SQ9)
o Are you familiar with your campus policy on the use of email? (SQ25)
- Are you aware of misinterpretation of messages sent and received? (SQ6 and 7)
When asked if aware someone else had access to their email (SQ4), system-wide
responses indicated 26.1 percent of administrators and 33.9 per cent of faculty are aware
someone else has access to their email. Included in these responses were those who have
someone else read their mail at times as well as those who were aware that computer
services personnel have access to email accounts.
Langer (2000) posed the question: are the respondents who they say they are? In this
study, the investigator gathered information pertinent to Langer’s question, survey
question five asked about suspicion of the email source. Administrators’ responses
ranged from 0 percent at institutions 05, 07, 12 to 33.3 percent at institutions 01, 04, 09
and 13 that they had suspected the email source was not the person identified. System—
wide administrative responses showed that 20.3 percent had suspected the email source.
Faculty responses ranged from 0 percent at institution 1] to 40 percent at institution 04.
System-wide faculty responses indicated 20.2 percent had suspicion of the email source.
Blazey, 1999, suggested that technology elicits a powerful sense of urgency that can
result in unthinking haste. In this study, almost 43 percent of administrator and 28 percent
of faculty respondents system-wide had accidentally sent emails (SQ8). In institution 06,
the fewest number of administrators (16.7 percent) and faculty (6.7 percent) reported
sending accidental emails. The highest rate for the accidental sending of email by
administrators was found in institutions 10 and 11 (80 percent). The highest number
accidental sending of messages for faculty were found in institution 04 (40 percent).
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Respondents were asked if they had Lewd a threatening email message at
work. (SQ9) Only 1.4 percent of administrators (1/69) and 4.5 percent of faculty (8/178)
had received threatening email. Five institutions had no respondents indicating they had
received threatening email. These institutions were 06. 09, 10, 11 and 12.
When asked if familiar with the campus policy on email (SQ25), three institutions
(04, 07, and 09) had 100 percent “yes” responses from both administrators and faculty.
Administrators who responded were familiar with policy at all but two institutions. 06
(83.3 percent)) and 11 (75.0 percent). Administrative responses were 64/65 (95.5 percent)
“yes” system-wide. System-wide, 18.75 percent of faculty respondents were unfamiliar
with campus policies regarding use of email. In one institution (06) almost 47 percent of
the faculty respondents reported unfamiliarity and in three others (01, 02, and 13)
responses by faculty exceeded 30 percent.
In addressing the misinterpretation of email messages, respondents were asked if they
were aware they had misinterpreted a message they had fled, or were aware that a
message they se_nt was misinterpreted (SQ6 and SQ7). Appendix C, Table 7, presents the
percentage and number of “yes” responses to these survey questions by institution and by
positon. One respondent had written a note that the overwhelming response to these
questions would be “yes”, this was not the case. System-wide 33.8 percent of
administrators and 20.2 percent of faculty responders indicated they were aware an email
they received was misinterpreted. System-wide 41.1 percent of administrators and 20.2
percent of faculty responded that they were aware an email they fit had been
misinterpreted. One-half or more of responding administrators from institutions 10 and
13 had both misinterpreted an email they received or had an email they sent
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misinterpreted. The highest faculty awareness of misinterpretation for messages sent or
received was less than 50 percent found in institutions 09 and 10.
The Parameters
In evaluating the survey questions on the use of email, the researcher defined
parameters as the boundaries of use between administrators and faculty. In Appendix C,
Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11, contain the summaries of the data analysis for the survey question
related to parameters. Appendix C, Table 9 provides information for these questions
related to the parameters of email use:
0 During the fall semester 2001, did your supervisor send you an email? (SQ19)
0 During the fall semester 2001, did you send your supervisor an email? (SQ20)
0 Would you use email to communicate with an administrator other than your
immediate supervisor? (SQ21)
- If yes (you would use), during fall 2001 , did you use email to communicate with
an administrator other than your immediate supervisor? (SQ21a)
In response to SQ19 and SQ20 concerning email communication between supervisor
and respondent, all respondents, administrators fl faculty, from five institutions (04, 06,
09, 10, and 12) indicated that they had been sent an email by their supervisors in fall
2001 a_n_d that they had sent an email to their supervisors during fall 2001. As can be seen
in (Appendix C, Table 9), administrators’ communication from supervisors at ten of the
thirteen institutions was 100 percent; institution 08 was the low with 80.0 percent “yes”
responses. Among administrator respondents, email sent to the supervisor at eleven of the
thirteen institutions was 100 percent; institution 13 was the low with 50 percent “yes”
responses. Faculty responders receiving email from their administrators were 100 percent
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at ten institutions; the low was institution 03 with 86.7 percent. Faculty who sent an
email to their supervisors in fall 2001 were 100 percent at six institutions; faculty in
institutions 05, 08, and 13 sent fewer emails to supervisors (81.3 percent).
Survey question twenty-one (SQ21) asked if respondents would use email to
communicate with an administrator other than their immediate supervisors, and if they
were willing, did they use email to communicate with another administrator (other than
their supervisor) in fall 2001 (SQ21a). (See Appendix C, Table 9.) In every institution 83
percent or more of the administrators indicated that they were willing to send emails to
administrators other than their immediate supervisors; one-hundred percent did so in all
but two institutions (02 and 13) in fall 2001. In every institution 87 percent or more of
faculty indicated that they were willing to send an email to an administrator other than
their immediate supervisors. System-wide, 83.7 percent of faculty actually did send an
email to an administrator other than their immediate supervisor in fall 2001. In only three
institutions (08, 12, 13), 75 percent or fewer of the faculty respondents answered “no” to
using communication by email with an administrator other than the immediate supervisor
during the fall of 2001.
If administrators or faculty responded that they sent an email to other administrators,
they were asked: Ifyes, didyour immediate supervisor have knowledge ofthese
emails?(SQ21b) Possible responses were always, most of the time, sometimes, rarely,
and never. “Sometimes” was the most frequently given response by administrators 23 of
62 or 37.1 percent and faculty 44 of 137 or 32.1 percent. Faculty responses indicated that
73 of 132 or 55.3 percent of faculty do not feel compelled to let supervisors know when
they communicate by email with other administrators. (See Appendix C, Table 8.)
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When asked which medium of communication was used the most often between the
respondent and his/her supervisor (SQ17), administrators system-wide listed face-to face
communication first (46.4 percent), telephone second (26.6 percent), and email third
(21.9 percent). Faculty respondents agreed that face-to-face was most often used (68.1
percent), but they ranked email second (20.4 percent) and telephone third (10.2 percent).
(See Appendix C, Table 10A.)
However, when reporting on communication with administrators other than an
immediate supervisor (SQ18), the patterns of communication were quite different. Both
faculty (58.3 percent) and administrators (45.5 percent) listed email first; Faculty (10.9
percent) placed face-to face communication last, and administrators (39.4 percent) placed
it second. (See Appendix C, Table 10B.)
Four questions concerning the parameters of the use of email input in decision
making were included in the survey. Response patterns for these four questions appear in
Appendix C, Table 11:
o Are you asked to give input into institutional decisions by way of email? (SQ22)
- If yes, do you feel you have more input into the decision making process because
of email? (SQ22d)
0 Would you give input into a decision by way of email that you would not give
face to face? (SQ23)
0 Would you give unsolicited input by way of email? (SQ24)
When asked, “Are there instances you would give input into a decision by email that
you would not give face to face?” (SQ23), 100 percent of administrators who responded
from campuses 05, 06, 09, and 10 said “no”. Administrators system-wide responded
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“yes” 17.9 percent of the time (12/67). Faculty responses indicated that at each institution
at least 8.3 percent of faculty were willing to give input by email they would not give
face to face. System-wide faculty total responses were 43 of 174 or 24.7 percent (willing
to give input by email they would not give face-to-face).
When asked: Are there instances in which you would give unsolicited input by way
ofemail? (SQ24) Seventy percent of administrators and 54 percent of faculty. system-
wide, were willing to give unsolicited input by way of email. More than 60 percent of the
administrators responded “yes” to this question in ten of the thirteen institutions.
Exceptions, with 50 percent “yes” responses from administrators, were found in
institutions (06, 09, 11). Sixty percent or more of the faculty in four institutions
( 05, 10, 12, 13) responded “yes”; fewer than 44 percent “yes” responses from faculty
were found in institutions 01, 02, 06, and 08. (See Appendix C, Table 11.)
Responses concerning input into decisions by way of email (SQ22 and SQ22d)
indicated that 89.2 percent of administrator respondents system-wide had been asked to
give input by email, and 67.2 percent feel they have more input because of email.
System-wide faculty responders indicated that 88.1 percent have been asked to give input
by email and 59.4 percent feel they have more input because of email.
Responses Related to Discipline
In selection of the sample of faculty members for participation in the study, the
researcher divided the faculty into three disciplines. The three discipline areas were
Math/Science, Humanities/Social Sciences, and Technical. The second research question
asked: Are there diflerences in the way email is usedfor communication betweenfaculty
55
in difi’erent disciplines and their administrators? To explore the similarities and
differences of responses by discipline the following survey questions were examined:
0 Which form of communication do you use most frequently with your immediate
supervisor? (SQ17)
0 During fall semester 2001, did your supervisor send you an email? (SQ19)
- During fall semester 2001, did you send your supervisor an email? (SQ20)
o If you used email fall 2001 to communicate with an administrator other you’re
your immediate supervisor, did your supervisor have knowledge of these emails?
(SQ21b)
Faculty responses to these survey questions were analyzed by discipline to explore
any indication of differences in email use by discipline. Table 5 presents the percentages
and number of faculty responses from each discipline to these four survey questions.
Faculty responses indicated that when faculty choose email in communication with the
immediate supervisor, Math/Science and Technical faculty tended to choose email more
often than Humanities/Social Sciences faculty. The number of “yes” responders was
consistently above 90 percent for each discipline concerning the use of email with the
immediate supervisor (SQ 19 and 20). The number of respondents in each discipline and
how often their supervisors had knowledge of their emails to other administrators
(SQ21b) showed varied distribution of the responses. The most responses from
Math/Science faculty were “sometimes”, from Humanities/Social Science and
Technology faculty in the “always” category. By grouping responses of “sometimes”,
“rarely” and “never”, the data indicated that Math/Science faculty were 14 percent more
likely to communicate with other administrators without their supervisors knowledge
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Table 5: Faculty Responses Related to Discipline
(SQ17, SQ19, SQ20, SQ21b)
 
Survey Question Math/Science Humanities/Social Technology
Discipline Science Discipline Discipline
SQ 17: Email Number using Number using Number using





Percentage 21.9% (16 of 73) 14.3% (9 of 63) 19.4% (12 of 62)
SQ 19: Did your
supervisor send you
an email, fall 2001?
Percentage
Yes responses: 63
96.9% (63 of 65)
Yes responses: 52








Yes responses: 60 Yes responses: 52 Yes responses: 53
 
    
Percentage 92.3% (60 of 65) 91.2% (52 of 57) 91.3% (53 of 58)
SQ21B: Did your Math/Science Humanities/Social Technology
supervisor have Science
knowledge of
emails you sent to
other
administrators? Total responders: 52 Total Responders:37 Total Responders:43
Always 15.4% (8) 27.0% (10) 30.2% (13)
Most of the time 19.2% (10) 21.6% (8) 23.3% (10)
Sometimes 38.4% (20) 18.9% (7) 27.9% (12)
Rarely 19.2% (10) 16.2% (6) 13.9% (6)
Never 7.7% (4) 16.2% (6) 4.7% (2)
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than their counterparts in Humanities/Social Science, 18.8 percent more likely than
faculty in Technology.
Responses Related to Access
The third research question addressed the issue of changing access of faculty to
administrators and vice versa through email communication. Access would indicate that a
faculty member or administrator could communicate directly with each another by way of
email. Survey question three asked: Are you the initial reader of your emails? The
responses to this question provided critical information about access by institution and
system. Table 6 provides the percentages and numbers of positive responses to this
survey question by institution.
Responses to survey question three indicated that all but 12 of the 248 respondents









01 83.3% (5)* 100% (12)
02 100% (6) 100% (17)
03 60.0% (3) 100% (15)
04 100% (6) 100% (15)
05 100% (4) 87.5% (14)
06 83.3% (5) 100% (15)
07 80.0% (4) 100% (14)
08 80.0% (4) 100% (16)
09 100% (6) 100% (12)
10 100% (5) 100% (14)
1 1 80.0% (4) 100% (7)
12 75.0% (3) 100% (10)
13 66.7% (4) 100% (16)
System-wide 85.5% (59) 98.9% (177) 
*Actual number of responders
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read their own emails initially. Ten administrators (IO/69 or 14.5percent) and two faculty
members (2/179 or 1.1 percent) responded that they are got always the initial readers of
their emails. Of these twelve respondents, eleven “sometimes” read their own emails
initially. One respondent indicated “no” to reading the email initially. In a follow-up
question to SQ3 if the response was “sometimes” or “no” that a respondent did not read
his/her own email initially, administrative assistants, secretaries, or computer services
personnel were identified as the initial readers. In half of these instances, the
administrative assistants, secretaries etc., selected the messages that were read by the
original receiver of the message.
Other survey questions relevant to the access issue included:
0 When you respond to an email message which of the following best describes the
process? (SQ13)
- Would you use email to communicate with an administrator other than your
immediate supervisor? (SQ21)
o If yes (you would use), during fall 2001, did you use email to communicate with
an administrator other than your immediate supervisor? (SQ21a)
Responses to theses questions have been summarized in Appendix C, Table 5 (SQ13)
and Appendix C, Table 9 (SQ 21 and 21a). Comments by respondents concerning
access were also found in responses to the open-ended survey question (SQ28). (See
Appendix D, Table 3.)
Eighty percent or more of administrators system-wide and 100 percent of faculty
indicated that they write and send responses to email themselves. In all institutions 83
percent or more of administrators and 87 percent or more of faculty indicated that
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they were willing to send an email to an administrator other than the immediate
supervisor. One-hundred percent of responses system-wide indicated administrators
did actually send emails to other administrators in fall 2001 with the exception of two
institutions 02 and 13. Seventy-five percent or greater of the faculty in eleven of the
thirteen institutions did use email to communicate with an administrator other than
the immediate supervisor fall 2001. Faculty exceptions were found in institution 08
(73.3 percent) and institution 13 (57.1 percent).
Responses Related to Process
The fourth research question asked: Dofaculty and administrators perceive that the
processes ofprofessional communication are being changed by email? Survey questions
twenty-two, twenty-two (d), twenty-six, twenty-seven, and twenty-eight provided
responses relevant to this research question. The findings for SQ22 and SQ22d are found
in Appendix C, Table 1 1. Appendix D (Tablesl, 2, and 3) details the responses for SQ26,
SQ27 and SQ28.
The researcher perceived input into decision making as an important communication
process between administrators and faculty at the department, institution and system
levels. Administrator and faculty responses from institutions 11 and 12 indicated that 100
percent of respondents in both positions were requested to give input into decision
making by email. System-wide responses indicate that both administrators and faculty
(more than 88 percent) are requested to give input into decisions by way of email.
System-wide, 67 percent of administrators and almost 60 percent of faculty felt they had
more input into decision making because of email.
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As a follow-up questions to SQ22 respondents were asked at what levels input was
requested SQ22d. Appendix D, Table 1, shows the numbers and percentages of
respondents and the levels (department, institution, system) where they indicated they
provided input into the decision making process. System wide, administrators indicated
they gave more input at the institutional level; faculty at the department and institutional
levels.
Survey question twenty-six (SQ26) asked respondents their opinions regarding the
extent to which email has changed communication practices between faculty and
administration within the institution. The overwhelming majority of respondents felt that
email is changing the communication practices within institutions “very much” or
“somewhat”. System-wide 97.0 percent (65/67) of administrators and 94.4 percent
(168/ 1 78) of faculty responded that the practices are changing ‘very much’ or
‘somewhat’ within the institution. (See Appendix D, Table 2A.)
Survey question twenty-seven asked: In your opinion, to what extent is email
changingpractices betweenfaculty and administration at the community college level in
general? (SQ27) In response to this question, the majority of responders chose “very
much” or “somewhat”. System-wide 63 of 65 (96.9 percent) administrators thought
email is changing the communication practices between faculty and administrators “very
much” or “somewhat”. System-wide 166 of 178 (93.3 percent) faculty thought email is
changing the communication practices between faculty and administrators “very much”
or “somewhat”. Appendix D, Table 2B, presents the number of individuals and
percentages in the categories of administration and faculty who responded to these
questions.
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In an open-ended question (SQ28), respondents were asked to make comments
concerning how email has affected the communication practices between faculty and
administration? After reading through the comments several times, the researcher
identified the comments made the most often by administrators and faculty. One hundred
forty-two respondents took time to comment on the ways email is affecting
communication practices. Forty-five of sixty-six (68.2 percent) administrators and ninety-
seven of one hundred seventy-nine (54.2 percent) faculty responded for a system-wide
comment rate of 57.96 percent. Comments made the most often by administrators and
faculty include: increased access, reduced formality, faster/quicker, fewer meetings, less
paper use, provides written record and improved communication. Administrators
mentioned that the volume can be overwhelming and that email is especially useful when
the institution has more than one campus location. Faculty concerns were related to
volume, misinterpretation and the less personal/less human medium of email. (See
Appendix D, Table 3.)
Institutional Response Patterns
The survey questions provided information to address the research questions
concerning the use, access and processes of email communication at the community
college level. As responses to the survey were summarized in relation to the research
questions, institutional data were explored for patterns of responses related to the use of
email within institutions. Interesting patterns of response developed in several institutions
when responses across institutions were compared. The patterns were detected from
examination of Table 6 and the tables in Appendices C and D. Response patterns in
seven institutions are summarized below. Where the descriptors “fewer”, “less” “more”
9
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or “greater” are used, the referent point is the patterns of response in other participating
institutions.
Institution 03:
0 Fewer administrators reported awareness of others having access to
email.
0 Fewer faculty were being sent email by immediate supervisor.
0 Fewer respondents reported they felt they had more input into decision
making because of email.
Institution 04:
0 Greater suspicion of source of email by faculty and administrators
Greater incidence of faculty accidentally sending emails
Greater administrator awareness of sent email being misinterpreted
Greater use of email with immediate supervisor
Greater faculty willingness to use email communication with other
administrators
Greater positive response to having given more input because of email
Institution 05:
0 Less use of email with administrators other than immediate supervisor
0 Fewer perceptions of misinterpretation of messages sent and received
0 Less suspicion of email source
Institution 09:
0 Greater suspicion of the email source
0 Greater faculty awareness of misinterpretation of sent messages
0 Greater email use with immediate supervisor
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Institution 09 continued:
0 More requests for input by email and more input because of email.
Institution 10:
0 Many faculty and administrators reported awareness of others access
to email.
0 Greater administrator rate of accidentally sent messages
0 Greater awareness by faculty and administrators of misinterpretation
of messages received.
0 More administrators reporting requests for input through email
0 Greater use of email for communication with immediate supervisor
o More administrators and faculty reporting use of email with other
administrators
Institution 12:
0 Fewer administrators reporting awareness of others access to email
0 Less suspicion of email source
0 More faculty and administrators reporting requests for input by email
0 Greater unwillingness to give input by email that would not be given
face to face
Institution 13:
0 Greater suspicion of the source of the emails
0 Less misinterpretation of emails received by faculty
0 Fewer administrators being sent an email by the supervisor
0 Fewer administrators and faculty sending an email to the supervisor
0 Fewer administrators and faculty willing to send or sending email to
other administrators
Institution 13 continued:
0 Fewer administrators and faculty requested to give input by email and
lesser perception of increased input because of email
0 More faculty reporting that they send unsolicited input by email
Summary
Survey responses were organized by research question. The findings of the study
are summarized as follows:
Research Question One: How is email being used in faculty /administration
communication within community colleges in the state of Tennessee?
Of the 250 survey respondents, 247 (99.2 percent) use email in their
communication processes.
More than 95.0 percent of faculty and administrators had received an email from
their supervisors in fall 2001; more than 92.0 percent of faculty and
administrators had sent their supervisors an email in fall 2001.
Administrators (97.01 percent) and faculty (95.5 percent) are using asynchronous
email in their professional communication. Synchronous email is used
infrequently.
Simple text messages are being used most for communication through email.
Administrators (100 percent) and faculty (99.4 percent) email users respond to
email messages. The majority of administrators (88.4 percent) and faculty (100
percent) write and send responses to email themselves.
Email is being used for input, both solicited and unsolicited, into the decision
making process. There is evidence that administrators (70.1 percent) are more
willing to give unsolicited input than are faculty (54.02 percent).
Faculty accidentally send email messages less frequently than do administrators.
No more than 40 percent of faculty from any institution had accidentally sent an
email message, but 50 percent or more of the administrators from five of the
thirteen institutions participating in this study reported this phenomenon.
Responses to this study indicate that emails received and sent have been
misinterpreted less often by faculty (20.2 percent for both received and sent) than
administrators (33.8 percent received and 41.1 percent sent)
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Less than 21 percent of administrators and faculty suspected the identity of the
email source.
Through fall of 2001 , email was rarely used to threaten administrators and faculty.
Only 9 of 247 respondents had experienced threatening email at work.
There is a general lack of awareness that other institutional personnel have access
to responders’ email.
There is an awareness by respondents (greater than 80 percent) of campus policy
on email.
Research Question Two: Are there differences in the way email is usedfor
communication betweenfaculty in different disciplines and their administrators?
Across disciplines, the preferred medium for communication with the immediate
supervisor was face to face. Faculty in the Humanities/Social Sciences used
email less to communicate with immediate supervisors than did faculty in other
disciplines.
In the fall of 2001, administrators and faculty used email extensively in
communicating with their immediate supervisors. A level of use exceeding 90
percent was found for faculty in each of the identified disciplines. System wide
administrators reported use of email with their immediate supervisors exceeding
94 percent.
Faculty willingness to send email to administrators other than their own
supervisors without the supervisors knowledge varied by discipline.
Research Question Three: Is email communication changing access offaculty to
administrators and vice versa at the community college level in Tennessee?
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Access from faculty to administrators and vice versa via email is perceived to be
more open. Responses indicated 85.5 percent of administrators and 98.9 percent
of faculty initially read their own emails. Only 12 of 248 respondents do not read
their own emails initially. Of these 12. ten (14.5 percent) were administrators.
Only one instance was provided where an administrator could not be accessed
directly by email.
More than 90.0 percent of faculty would send an email to an administrator other
than their immediate supervisors and 83.7 percent actually did send such a
message during fall semester 2001.
Research Question Four: Dofaculty and administrators perceive that the processes of
professional communication are being changed by email?
0 Administrators (65 of 67 or 97.0 percent) and faculty (168 of 178 or 94.4 percent)
thought that communication practices between administrators and faculty are
changing because of email at their institutions.
0 Administrators (63 of 65 or 96.9 percent) and faculty (166 of 178 or 93.3
percent) thought that email is changing practices between faculty and
administration at the community college level in general.
0 Most respondents felt that they have more input into decision-making processes
through the use of email.
0 Respondents reported that email is providing increased access, less formality, and
improved communication between administrators and faculty and vice versa at the
community college level.
Responses Related to Institutions
Response patterns in seven institutions suggest interesting communication and email





Locatis, 1999, stated that how technology (email) fits within an organization and the
effects of the technology on the lives of the users are as important as the technology.
Kersten, 1992, identified searching for email patterns of usage that differentiate users,
groups, and organizations from one another as an important area for research concerning
email. Baker, 1998, suggested that we critically examine how email is used in everyday
administrative communication. Up to this time, very little research has been done in the
area of email use related to organizational communication in higher education. This study
addresses some of these issues and needs.
The purpose of the study was to investigate the practices of electronic mail
communication at the community college level between faculty and administrators. The
study addressed four specific questions:
1. How is email being used in faculty/administration communication within
community colleges in the state of Tennessee?
2. Are there differences in the way email is used for communication between
faculty in different disciplines and their administrators?
3. Is email communication changing access of faculty to administrators and
vice versa at the community college level in Tennessee?
4. Do faculty and administrators perceive that the processes of professional
communication are being changed by email?
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This chapter presents the conclusions. implications, and recommendations of this
investigation.
Conclusions
Research Question One: How is email being used infaculty /administration
communication within community colleges in the state of Tennessee?
Conclusion: Email is being used extensively in communication betweenfaculty and
administrators in Tennessee 's community colleges, and it is used in essentially the same
ways across these colleges.
System-wide more than 99 percent of respondents were using email in their
communications with others. Ninety-seven (97) percent of administrators and 96 per cent
of faculty reported the use of asynchronous email. System-wide responses from
administrators (85.5 percent) and faculty (98.9 percent) indicated they were the initial
readers of their email. One-hundred percent of administrators and 99.4 percent of faculty
indicated they “always” or “most of the time” respond to email messages and 88.4
percent of administrators and 100 percent of faculty write and send the message
themselves. This study supports Ey’s finding that executives answer their own email and
see email as a direct source of communication.
Conclusion: There has been relatively little perceived “misuse ” ofemail in the
participating institutions.
There was a general lack of awareness that others may have access to one’s email and
relatively little suspicion of the identity of the source of email messages. Threats via
email to both faculty and administrators were very limited. System-wide less than 19
percent of faculty respondents were unaware of campus email policy.
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Conclusion: Email is being used to support decision making processes throughout the
participating institutions.
Administrators and faculty were both using email in communication with supervisors
and both were requested to give input into decisions by way of email. Email was being
used to give input into decision at the department, institution, and system level. These
findings support the findings of Huber and Daft that email had the potential to expand the
boundaries by allowing for an exchange of information in the decision-making and
control processes.
Research Question Two: Are there differences in the way email is usedfor
communication betweenfaculty in different disciplines and their administrators?
Conclusion: There are differences in the way email is being used byfaculty in
diflerent disciplines within Tennessee community colleges.
System-wide faculty responses indicated face-to-face was the medium of
communication used most frequently with the immediate supervisor. However, when
faculty responses indicated email was used most frequently, Math/Science and
Technology faculty reported more email use than Humanities/Social Science faculty.
Math/Science faculty were more likely to communicate with other administrators without
the knowledge of their immediate supervisor than were faculty in other disciplines.
Conclusion: Faculty in all disciplines are using emailfor communication with their
immediate supervisors.
Respondents in all three faculty divisions were sending and receiving messages from
the immediate supervisor at rates in excess of 91 percent. Technology supervisors appear
to be using email communication most frequently.
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Research Question Three: Is email communication changing access offaculty to
administrators and administrators tofaculty at the community college level in
Tennessee?
Conclusion: Email is changing access offaculty to administrators and vice versa at
the community college level in Tennessee.
Conrath suggested in 1973 that when open access to communication is provided.
subordinates are more likely to communicate with supervisors. Access suggests that
communication can take place through a medium without intervention by a third party.
Email provides that medium. Only twelve respondents, ten administrators and two
faculty, do not read their own email initially. Only one respondent never reads his/her
email initially.
Positive perceptions of the change in communication process brought about by email
included increased access, less formality, and improved communication between
administrators and faculty. More skeptical views of changes attributed to email included
one open-ended comment that email was improving the efficiency, but not the
effectiveness of communication between faculty and administrators. Another insightful
comment repeated by faculty was that email is less personal and is losing the human
aspect of communication.
Both faculty and administrators are using email in communication with their
immediate supervisors and with each other. The majority of faculty and administrators
would use email to communicate with an administrator other than their immediate
supervisor, and most of those faculty did use email to access an administrator other than
their immediate supervisors during the fall of 2001.
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Research Question Four: Dofaculty and administrators perceive that the processes of
professional communication are being changed by email?
Conclusion: Faculty and administrators in Tennessee community colleges believe
that the processes ofprofessional communication are being changed by email both
positively and negatively.
Administrators (97.0 percent) and faculty (94.4 percent) believe the processes of
professional communication are being changed within their institutions. Administrators
(96.9 percent) and faculty (93.3 percent) believe the processes of professional
communication are being changed at the community college level in general.
Conclusion: The greater the level ofemail use within an institution, the greater the
perception ofchange in professional communication because ofemail.
Where email was being used more within an institution, both faculty and
administrators believed that the processes of professional communication were being
changed “very much” by email. Institutional response patterns revealed that when
respondents thought email was changing professional communication “very much”, email
was being used more frequently in comparison to other institutions. Responses to email
changing professional communication were “somewhat” in institutions where there was
lower frequency of email use in comparison with other institutions.
Additional Conclusions:
Conclusion: Face-to-face communication is still the medium ofpreferencefor use
with the immediate supervisor in Tennessee community colleges, but not with other
administrators.
While face-to-face communication was preferred in communication with the
immediate supervisor, email was the medium of choice for communication with
administrators other than the immediate supervisor by both faculty and administrators.
Westmyer and Flaherty in 1998 suggested that oral communication was the most
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effective communication and that the technology was not a true functional alternative for
face-to-face communication. This study supports those suggestions when communication
with the immediate supervisor in a community college setting is involved. However.
when communication with administrators other than the immediate supervisor was
involved, face-to-face communication gave way to email communication as the preferred
mode of many survey respondents.
Conclusion: Email communication patterns within Tennessee community colleges vary
in interesting ways.
In searching for patterns of email use, perceived access, and process between and
among institutions, the researcher found differences among institutions. Institutions 04,
09, and 10 appeared to be using email to a greater extent than the other ten institutions.
Institution 13, along with institution 03 and 12, seemed to be using email less than the
other institutions. Faculty responses from institution 13 indicated less frequency in the
use of email with administrators other than the immediate supervisor but greater
frequency of willingness to give unsolicited input by way of email.
Conclusion: Greater use ofemail results in more misinterpretation and more
accidental sending ofemail messages.
Institutional patterns revealed that in institutions where email was used the most by
administrators and faculty, more messages were misinterpreted and accidentally sent.
Implications
The conclusions of the study raise implications concerning use, communication,
institutional patterns, and system-wide utilization of email. Since email is being used




The survey used for this study requested responses concerning professional email use.
Steen (1999) suggests that professionals use email from work for personal messages as
well. While creating the survey, colleagues asked if the research would refer to personal
as well as professional email use at work. Do faculty and administrators use email for
personal communication while at work? How extensive is this use and how much of the
professional work time is involved in these practices? Do faculty and administrators
realize that email is a “company” document accessible to the company and that their
personal as well as professional emails fit this category? These questions should be
explored.
Blazey, 1999, has suggested that technology elicits a powerful sense of urgency. He
stated that responses to email may be more instantaneous than reasoned. There is
evidence that both administrators and faculty accidentally send emails. Are these emails
related to volume, replies to list, or just carelessness? Do higher education faculty and
administrators respond more quickly and with less thoughtfulness to email than to other
forms of communication? These questions also are worthy of examination.
Langer, 2000, asked the question: are the responders of email who they say they are?
In this study there were instances where the receiver of a message suspected that the
message was not from the identified source. When these instances occurred, what caused
the suspicion? What are the ways a source of email may be confirmed? If an email was
not sent by the person identified, is it possible to identify the sender? Why would
someone (faculty member, administrator) choose to falsify sender identification? This is
another set of question to be addressed.
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Communication
While most respondents preferred to use face-to-face communication with their
immediate supervisors, the majority preferred email for communication with other
administrators. What does this finding suggests concerning the medium and the message?
The media richness model suggested that multiple clues are needed for reduction of
ambiguity. Are faculty and administrators more interested in clear interpretation with
their immediate supervisors than other administrators? As Markus (1988) suggested. are
faculty and administrators choosing email to communicate with other administrators
because of the clues the medium fails to transmit (visual, voice, non-verbal)? Is there a
consciousness, at least in some institutions, that cultural norms are being challenged in
these interactions? Is there a resistance to get “too close” to administrators other than
those faculty work with daily? Do administrators at any levels convey in some way that
they want to maintain distance from faculty?
Misinterpretation is perceived to occur. Why does misinterpretation occur? How can
email users avoid misinterpretation of messages? Are faculty more careful about
interpreting and composing messages than administrators? Is there simply a lack of trust
in the words sent? Does the lack of human nonverbal clues lead to this perception?
Blazey (1999) addressed the issue of unrestricted responses due to the haste the medium
seems to employ. Do composers of email messages take the time to reflect on how the
message may be interpreted or misinterpreted? Flaherty suggested that we should
examine the motives of messages as an area for future research. Is misinterpretation
connected to the perceived motive of the sender? Again, investigation is warranted.
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Institutional Patterns
Examination of data from individual institutions produced some interesting
generalizations. When email use was less frequent by faculty and administrators, there
was less perception of the change in processes of communication through email by that
institution. When responses indicated greater email use by administrators and faculty, the
responses from the institutions indicated that email is changing the processes of
communication between faculty and administrators a great deal. However, with more use
there is also more suspicion and misinterpretation of email messages.
There were only three institutions where less than 100 percent of the administrators
responding did not read their own emails. In institutions 03, 12 and 13, where
administrators were less involved with the direct use of email, there were fewer
percentage responses by that institution in comparison to other institutions in the related
areas of email use, communication by email with immediate supervisor, and/or requests
for input into decision making through email. What, if anything, do these patterns
indicate concerning the climate, culture, or context of these institutions? What are the
styles of leadership within these institutions? How do these styles relate to email
communication within an institution?
System-wide Communication
The Tennessee Board of Regents system governs the thirteen community colleges
participating in this study. Historically, these community colleges have operated
autonomously and reported to this governing board for approval of institutional decisions
such as calendar, curriculum, and policy standards. Currently, due to legislative
mandates, budget concerns, and Board initiatives, these community colleges are being
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reorganized with a common calendar, revised general education core curriculum. and
revised policy standards for programs. While change is taking place, communication
needs to be expedient, efficient and effective.
Based on the findings and the conclusions of this study on the extensive use of email
among administrators and faculty at the thirteen community colleges involved, the
following questions need to be examined from a system-wide perspective:
a In what ways can the increased access via email between administrators and
faculty be most useful to the system in a time of transition? If email access
helps to conserve time and energy on the part of faculty and administrators,
the system can run more efficiently and more productively. By identifying
ways for email to be more useful, greater efficiency and productivity will be
more likely.
o How can the use of email be expanded for input to decision making at the
system level? When decisions are made system-wide, time is often a factor in
allowing input from all of the stakeholders. Email is a quick and efficient way
to gather opinions and perspectives on issues and to allow greater input into
the decision making process. Although the delete button can always be used,
email can provide evidence of input gathering through the printed record.
Recommendations
Baker (1998) suggested that we examine the way email is used in everyday
administration. Morgan recognized in 1986 that email would have a significant role in the
dynamic and political processes inherent in organizations. Kersten recommended in 1992
77
that email influences on the development. maintenance, and distribution of power in
organizations be researched further.
This study provided information concerning communication exchange between higher
education faculty and administrators in Tennessee community colleges. In order to better
understand how email is being used and the effects of the use of email on faculty and
administrative communication, it is recommended that:
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This study be replicated in other states at the community college level.
Do the patterns of use, access and processes of communication differ from one
state to another? Are other states able to more effectively assess email practices
and make communication more efficient? In what ways?
This study be replicated and extended to the university level in Tennessee and
elsewhere.
In what ways is email changing the processes of communication at the university
level? Do the patterns and responses at the university level differ from the
community college level? How and why?
Case studies within institutions be conducted.
This study found interesting patterns of email use and non-use in several
institutions. How are the leadership styles of the president and administration
reflected in the email practices of the institution? Are the climate and culture of an
institution related to the email practices of that institution? How and why?
A study of the relationship of gender and age to email communication be
conducted.
This study did not distinguish gender or age in respondents. Are these
demographics important in the use of email communication? If so, how? What
patterns of email behaviors do we find related to gender and age?
A study of personal email use via professional computers.
Do faculty and administrators use email for personal use while at work? How
extensive is this use? How much professional work time is devoted to personal
email?
6. A study of accidentally sent email messages.
Why are emails sent accidentally? Are these mistakes related to volume. replies to
list, or carelessness? Do higher education personnel respond too quickly. or do
they thoughtfully respond to all emails?
7. A study of emails that were suspected to be from a source other than the
identified source.
What causes suspicion of email? Can the source of the email be confirmed or
identified when suspicion occurs? Where have these incidences occurred and
under what circumstances?
8. A study of the misinterpretation of email messages.
Are emails misinterpreted more often than face-to-face communications? Are
non-verbal clues essential to correct interpretation in communication?
9. An examination of institutional patterns of email use.
What do institutional patterns indicate about the culture, climate and context of an
institution? What are the correlations, connections to leadership styles?
10. A study of the use of email for system-wide decision making in the Tennessee
Board of Regents system.
How can email best be used to increase input into the decision making processes
of the system? Are there ways of using this important resource that system-wide
administrators have not explored?
Opportunities for research in the area of communication by email are plentiful.
This study provided information for examination and reflection. Institutions of higher
education can examine the use and practice of email and identify areas for assessment
and/or improvement of communication practices through email. The institutions
represented and the Tennessee Board of Regents system can use the information to
examine and modify current practice and identify ways to use email for better
communication. The study also provided foundational information on the use of email
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communication between faculty and administrators upon which other educational
researchers can build.
In 1967, many years before email was an everyday part of the professional world
of work, Marshall McLuhan recognized the importance of the medium used for the
message and the effects of that medium on our lives. His words best summarize this study
and the implications of the use of email as a medium for communication:
“ Information pours on us, instantaneously and continuously. . . .Instant communication
insures that all factors of the environment and of experience coexist in a state of
interplay. . . .Our time is a time for crossing barriers, for erasing old categories-for probing
around. . . .Environments are not passive wrappings, but are, rather, active processes which
are invisible. The ground rules, pervasive structure, and over-all patterns of environments
elude easy perception.”
We must continually examine and re-examine the email communication environment and
the barriers to communication it presents, if there is to be continuous improvement in the
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Tennessee Board of Regents
1415 Murfreesboro Road - Suite 350 - Nashville. Tennessee 37217-2833
(615) 366-4400 FAX (615) 366-4464
 
January 9, 2002
Dear Selected Faculty Member/Administrator
Enclosed is an educational research project concerning the use of e-mail in communication
between faculty and administration at the community college level. The scope of this project
encompasses the thirteen community colleges in the Tennessee Board ofRegents System. I
would like to encourage your voluntary participation in this project. I have responded to the
survey and found the instrument to be interesting and thought-provoking.
Please take the briefamount oftime necessary to complete the survey and return your response in
the envelope provided to Jean Ann Irwin, Associate Professor ofMathematics at Walters State
Community College. Ibelieve the analysis ofour use ofe-mail in communication between
faculty and administration will prove informative and provide implications for continuous
improvement ofcommunication within our system.




Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
Austin Pay Sue University 0 East Terrence State University ° Middle Tennessee State Univasity - Tennessee Sure University
Tennessee Techeoiogiul Univuuty 0 University of Margins - GuamSue TechnicalCWCollege
WWMCOIW - ColumbiaStneConmuttyColleae - DyetsbugfialeCalmityColk-s:
JaehoaShIeCoemninollqe - Mellow SucCanmniryConege 0 Pelfiuippi StaleTedn‘nenlCmmunityColk-ge
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I would like to invite you to participate in an important research project. The project focus is the
use of email in the communication practices of faculty and administrators at the conununity
college level in Tennessee. For many. email has become an every day practice in the workplace.
A variety of research has been conducted on the use of information technology, specifically
email. in faculty/student communication. Very little attention has been given to the
communication practices between faculty and administrators using. electronic mail. It is time to
examine what is happening to our professional communication because of email. How is email
being utilized within community colleges in the State of Tennessee between faculty and
administration? Is email communication changing access of faculty to administration and vice
versa at the community college level in Tennessee? Is email changing the ways we communicate
at the community college level?
You have been selected as part of a random stratified sample of community college educators to
participate in this study. Please take the brief amount of time it takes to complete the enclosed
survey and return the completed instrument in the postage paid envelope provided. Participation
is voluntary. There is no penalty for non-response. Participants can be assured of complete
confidentiality of responses.
Your responses to the survey are extremely important in helping understand the effects of email
in communication practice at the faculty and administrative levels. If you have any questions
please contact me by phone (423-585-6934) or email jeanirwintawsccccmus Thank you in




/Ph. D. Candidate. UTK
Dear Participant.
- I would like to express my support of Jean Ann Irwin and this research project. The
results will provide important information concerning our current communication practices
through the use of email. I believe continuous improvement of communication between faculty
and administrators is an important ingredient for the success of community colleges. 1
enthusiastically endorse this project. Thank you in advance for your participation.
Sincereéz, /, 72 2 ,
Ja . Campbell. sident Walters State Community College
500 SOUTH DAVY CROCKEI'T PARKWAY I MORRISTOWN. TENNESSEE 37813-6899 I 423-585-6864
A Tennessee Board of Regents College
Faculty Email Communication Survey
This survey refers to professional emails you use for communication within your
institution. Please respond to each item by circling the answer that best applies
unless otherwise directed.
1. Do you have access to email in your professional setting? Yes No
Ifthe answer to # 1 is @, do not continue.
Please return this survey in the envelope provided.
2. Do you use email in your professional communication? Yes No
Ifthe answer to #2 is m, why do you p91 use email?
(Please check all that apply.)
El I do not have a personal computer
El 1 do not know how to operate email
E] I do not want to interact with the computer
[:1 Other
Ifthe answer to #2 is no, do not continue.
Please return this survey in the envelope provided.
Are you the initial reader of your emails? Yes Sometimes NoD
.
)
If no or sometimes, what is the position of the person
who reads them for you?
Examples: Secretary Office Assistant Administrative Assistant
Other Faculty Computer Services Personnel
 
Ifno or sometimes, does someone select the messages that you receive?
Yes No
4. Are you aware that anyone else other than yourself and the person(s) listed
above routinely has(have) access to your email?
Yes No
5. Have you suspected that an email you received was po_t
from the identified source?
Yes No
6. Have you been made aware that you misinterpreted an email
you received? Yes No
7. Have you been made aware that you sent an email which was




8. Have you accidentally _se_nt an email you did not intend to send?
Yes No
9. Have you received a threatening email at work? Yes No
10. Of the professional emails you received in the last week,




11. Of the professional emails you gut last week, to whom were




12. If the email you receive requests a response, how often do you respond?
(Please check one.)
1:] Always
El Most of the time
El Rarely
[I] Never
13. When you respond to an email message which of the following@
describes the process? (Please check one.)
E] I write and send the message myself
D I draft the response and have someone
else send the email
E] I dictate the response and have someone
else send the email
1:] I permit someone else to respond to my
mail




Email in memorandum form








15. Synchronous email occurs in “real” time, where messages are shared
back and forth like a “chat” on the computer at the same time Do you
use synchronous email in your professional communication?
Yes No
16. Asynchronous email occurs when you send an email and receive a
response later, or you receive an email and then respond. Asynchronous
email is much like our regular mail system with fast arrival to the destination.
Do you use asynchronous email in your professional communication?
Yes No
17. Which form of communication do you use most frequently
with your immediate supervisor? (Please check one.)





18. Which form of communication do you use most frequently
with other administrators within your institution? (Please check one.)




19. During fall semester 2001, did your supervisor send you an email?
Yes No
20. During fall semester 2001, did you send your supervisor an email?
Yes No
21. Would you use email to communicate with an administrator
other than your immediate supervisor?
Yes No
Ifyes, during fall semester 2001, did you use email to communicate with
an administrator other than your immediate supervisor?
Yes No
Ifyes, did your immediate supervisor have knowledge of these emails?
(Please check one.)
Always
Most of the time













22. Are you asked to give input into institutional decisions by way of email?
Yes No




Ifyes, do you feel you have more input into the decision making process
because of email? Yes No
23. Are there instances in which you would give input into a decision
by way of email that you would n_ot give face to face?
Yes No
24. Are there instances in which you would give unsolicited input
by way of email? Yes No
25. Are you familiar with your campus policy on the use of email?
Yes No
26. In your opinion, to what extent has email changed communication practices




121 Not at all
27. In your opinion, to what extent is email changing communication practices





El Not at all
28. In your estimation, how has email affected communication practices between
faculty and administration?e.g. access, forms of communication, formality
etc... (Please use the back of this sheet.)
Thank you very much for your participation in this research!
Please return the completed survey in the return envelope provided or mail
to:
Jean Ann Irwin, POB 37, White Pine, Tennessee 37890
98
Appendix B
Survey Contacts via Email
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100
, 03:31 AM 2/112002 ~0500, Connection
To:





In a few days you will be receiving, via campus mail, a survey concerning
email communication between faculty and administrators at the
community college level. Please take a few moments to complete the
survey and return the response in the stamped self-addressed envelope
provided. I believe you will find the brief survey an interesting investment
of your time. Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance in
this research project.
Sincerely yours,
Jean Ann Irwin, Ph. D. Candidate UTK
Associate Professor Mathematics
Director Special Academic Projects, WSCC
 
Printed for Jean Ann Irwin <Jean.|rwin@wscc.cc.tn.us>
., , 03:20 AM 21131200
To:





To those of you who have already responded to my research survey on
email communication, Thank You!!!!
To those who have not responded, please consider completing the survey





Printed for Jean Ann Irwin <Jean.lrwin@wscc.cc.tn.us> 1
101
Appendix C
Survey Responses Related to the Use of Email
102
Table C-l: Synchronous/Asynchronous Email Use
(SQ15 and SQ 16)
 
 
   
Institution SQ15: Do you use SQ16: Do you use
synchronous email in asynchronous email in
your professional your professional
communication? communication?
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
01 33.3% (2) 8.3% (1) 100% (6) 100% (12)
02 0% 0% 100% (6) 94.1%(16)
03 0% 21.4% (3) 80.0% (4) 80.0%(12)
04 50% (3) 7.1% (1) 100% (6) 100% (15)
05 0% 0% 100% (4) 100% (16)
06 16.7% (1) 20.0% (3) 100% (6) 93.3%(14)
07 0% 14.3% (2) 100% (4) 100% (14)
08 20% (1) 12.5% (2) 100% (5) 100% (15)
O9 0% 0% 100% (6) 91.7% (11)
10 40% (2) 7.1% (1) 100% (5) 100% (14)
11 0% 0% 75.0% (3) 100% (7)
12 0% 30.0% (3) 100% (4) 90.0% (9)
13 0% 6.3% (1) 100% (6) 93.8%(15)
System-wide 13.4% (9) 9.6% (17) 97.0% (65) 95.5%(170)   
103
Table C-2: Types of Email Sent
 
       
(SQ14)
Status Simple Attached Attached Email Reply with Other
Text Word Excel in information
File File Memo
Form
Administrators 69/69 59/69 35/69 39/69 55/69 8/69
100% 85.5% 50.7% 56.5% 79.7% 11.6%
Faculty 171/180 116/180 41/180 28/180 99/180 18/180
95.0% 64.4% 22.8% 15.6% 55.0% 10.0%
System-wide 240/249 175/249 76/249 67/249 154/249 26/249
96.4% 70.3% 30.5% 26.9% 61.8% 10.4%





From: Admin Range Faculty Range System-wide System-wide
Mean Standard
Deviation
Students 0-100 0-260 12.43 27.97
Faculty 0-300 0-100 17.94 27.7
Administrators 2-300 0-100 25.66 25.66    
104
 





Institution Most sent to Most sent to Most sent to Total
Students Faculty Administrators Responses
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
01 1/6 5/10 4/6 4/10 1/6 1/10 16
02 1/6 7/17 1/6 7/17 4/6 3/17 23
03 0/4 8/15 1/4 3/15 3/4 4/15 19
04 0/6 7/14 1/6 5/14 5/6 2/14 20
05 0/4 5/15 1/4 8/15 3/4 2/15 19
06 0/5 4/15 2/5 9/15 3/5 2/15 20
07 0/4 5/12 1/4 6/12 3/4 1/12 16
08 0/5 8/15 1/5 5/15 4/5 2/15 20
09 0/5 5/12 3/5 7/12 2/5 0/12 17
10 0/5 6/13 2/5 6/13 3/5 1/13 18
11 0/5 3/7 3/5 1/7 2/5 3/17 12
12 0/3 5/10 1/3 1/10 2/3 4/10 13
13 1/5 11/16 1/5 4/16 3/5 1/16 21
System-wide 3/63 79/171 22/63 66/171 38/63 26/171 234        
105
106







Institution SQ12: If the email you SQ13: When you
receive requests a respond to an email
response, how often do message which of the
you respond? following best describes
Response: “always” or the process?
“most of time” Response: I write and
send the message
myself.
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
01 100% (6) 100% (12) 83.3% (5) 100% (12)
02 100% (6) 100% (17) 100% (6) 100% (17)
03 100% (5) 100% (15) 80.0% (4) 100% (15)
04 100% (6) 100% (15) 100% (6) 100% (15)
05 100% (4) 100% (16) 100% (4) 100% (16)
06 100% (6) 100% (15) 83.3% (5) 100% (15)
07 100% (4) 100% (14) 80.0% (4) 100% (14)
08 100% (5) 100% (16) 80.0% (4) 100% (15)
09 100% (6) 100% (12) 100% (6) 100% (12)
10 100% (5) 100% (14) 100% (5) 100% (14)
11 100% (5) 100% (7) 80.0% (4) 100% (7)
12 100% (4) 90.0% (9) 75.0% (3) 100% (10)
13 100% (6) 100% (16) 66.7% (4) 100% (16)
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Table C-7: Awareness of Misinterpretation of Email Messages
 
 
   
(SQ6 and SQ7)
Institution Administrators Yes Faculty Yes
Received Sent Received Sent
01 16.7% *(1) 33.3% *(2) 16.7% *(2) 25.0% *(3)
02 0.0% (O) 0.0% (0) 29.4% (5) 17.6% (3)
03 40.0% (2) 40.0% (2) 21.4% (3) 26.7% (4)
04 33.3% (2) 66.7% (4) 20.0% (3) 20.0% (3)
05 0.0% (0) 25.0% (1) 18.8% (3) 18.8% (3)
06 40.0% (2) 60.0% (3) 6.7% (1) 6.7% (1)
07 40.0% (2) 40.0% (2) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2)
08 60.0% (3) 40.0% (2) 18.8% (3) 25.0% (4)
09 33.3% (2) 50.0% (3) 41.7% (5) 33.3% (4)
10 80.0% (4) 60.0% (3) 35.8% (5) 30.7% (4)
11 20.0% (1) 40.0% (2) 14.3% (1) 14.3% (1)
12 25.0% (1) 25.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1)
13 50.0% (3) 50.0% (3) 6.3% (1) 18.8% (3)
System-wide 33.8% (23) 41.1% (28) 20.2% (36) 20.2% (36)
*Actual Number of Respondents
Table C-8: Immediate Supervisors Knowledge of Email to Other Administrators
 
 
   
(SQ21b)
SQ21b) If you sent an Administrator Responses Faculty Responses






Always 5/61 8.2% 31/132 23.5%
Most of the Time 13/61 21.3% 28/132 21.2%
Sometimes 23/61 37.7% 39/132 29.5%
Rarely 19/61 31.1% 22/132 16.7%






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































A: Form of Communication Used Most Frequently with Immediate Supervisor
 
 
         
(SQ17)
Institution Face to Face Tele hone Email Written
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Fac
ulty
01 2/5 7/12 3/5 2/12 0/5 3/12 0 0
02 4/6 11/17 1/6 3/17 1/6 1/17 0 20f
17
03 2/5 9/14 1/5 2/14 1/5 3/14 1/5 0
04 1/6 11/15 2/6 1/15 2/6 3/15 1/6 0
05 3/4 14/16 0 1/16 1/4 1/16 0 0
06 3/6 11/15 1/6 0 2/6 4/15 0 0
07 3/4 12/14 0 1/14 1/4 1/14 0 0
08 4/5 9/16 0 4/16 1/5 3/16 0 0
09 2/6 4/12 2/6 1/12 2/6 7/12 0 0
10 2/5 7/13 1/5 2/13 2/5 4/13 0 0
11 O 5/7 3/3 0 0 2/7 0 0
12 2/4 7/10 0 1/10 1/4 2/10 1/4 0
13 2/5 13/15 3/5 0 0 2/15 0 0
System- 30/64 120 of 17/64 18/176 14/64 36/176 3/64 20f












Institution Face to Face Tele hone Email Written
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Fac
ulty
01 4/6 0/10 0/6 3/10 2/6 7/10 0 0
02 5/6 5/16 1/6 6/16 0 5/16 0 0
03 2/5 1/15 2/5 7/15 1/5 6/15 0 10f
15
04 2/6 4/15 0 0 4/6 11/15 0 0
05 1/4 4/16 1/4 3/16 2/4 9/16 0 0
06 1/6 2/15 2/6 2/15 3/6 11/15 0 0
07 1/4 1/14 1/4 3/14 2/4 10/14 0 0
08 2/5 3/16 0/5 2/16 2/5 9/16 1/5 20f
16
09 3/6 2/12 0 3/12 3/6 7/12 0 0
10 1/5 1/14 0 2/14 4/5 11/14 0 0
11 1/4 1/7 0 1/7 3/4 5/7 0 0
12 1/4 2/10 0 2/10 3/4 6/10 0 0
13 2/5 3/15 2/5 6/15 1/5 5/15 0 10f
15
System- 26/66 19/175 9/66 40/175 30/66 1020f 1/66 40f
wide 39.4% 10.9% 13.6% 22.9% 45.5% 175 1.5% 175
58.3% 2.3









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Survey Responses Related to Processes of Communication
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Levels
(SQ22 Levels)
Institution Department Level Institution Level Input System Level
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
01 5/6 8/11 6/6 7/11 6/6 3/11
83.3% 72.7% 100% 63.6% 100% 22.3%
02 2/5 12/16 5/5 14/16 2/5 4/16
40.0% 75.0% 100% 87.5% 40.0% 25.0%
03 1/4 12/13 4/4 12/13 2/4 4/13
25.5% 92.3% 100% 92.3% 50.0% 30.8%
04 2/6 12/13 6/6 10/13 5/6 5/13
33.3% 92.3% 100% 76.9% 83.3% 38.5%
05 3/3 11/13 3/3 12/13 2/3 4/13
100% 84.6% 100% 92.3% 66.7% 30.8%
06 5/6 12/12 5/6 9/12 5/6 4/12
83.3% 100% 83.3% 75.5% 83.3% 33.3%
07 3/4 11/12 4/4 11/12 2/4 4/12
75.0% 91.7% 100% 91.7% 50% 33.3%
08 5/5 13/14 5/5 12/14 5/5 4/14
100% 92.9% 100% 85.7% 100% 28.6%
09 4/5 10/12 5/5 8/12 2/5 4/12
80.0% 83.3% 100% 66.7% 40.0% 33.3%
10 4/4 10/12 4/4 10/12 3/4 2/12
100% 83.3% 100% 83.3% 75.0% 16.7%
11 1/4 7/7 4/4 5/7 2/4 1/7
25.0% 100% 100% 71.4% 50.0% 14.3%
12 3/3 8/10 3/3 9/10 2/3 4/10
100% 80.0% 100% 90.0% 66.6% 40.0%
13 5/6 10/11 5/6 4/11 4/6 0/11
83.3% 90.9% 83.3% 36.3% 66.7% 0%
System-wide 43/61 136/156 59/61 123/156 42/61 43/156
70.5% 87.2% 96.7% 78.8% 68.9% 27.6%
System-wide Input
Department Level 179/217 82.5%
Institutional Level 182/217 83.9%









“Very Much” “Somewhat” “Very Little” Total
Institution Responding
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
01 3/6 7/12 3/6 4/12 0 1/12 18
02 2/6 10/16 3/6 6/16 1/6 0 22
03 5/5 8/15 0 5/15 0 2/15 20
04 5/6 10/15 1/6 5/15 0 0 21
05 3 4/16 1 10/16 0 2/16 20
06 2/6 9/15 4/6 5/15 0 1/15 21
07 3/4 12/14 1/4 2/14 0 0 18
08 3/5 6/16 2/5 9/16 0 l 21
09 5/6 8/12 0 4/12 1/6 0 18
10 4/5 10/14 1/5 4/14 0 O 19
1 1 4/4 4/7 0 2/7 0 1/7 1 1
12 2/4 5/10 2/4 4/10 0 1/10 14
13 2/6 6/16 4/6 9/16 0 1/16 22
System- 43/67 99/178 22/67 69/178 2/67 10/178 245
wide 64.2% 55.6% 32.8% 38.8% 3.0% 5.6%       




“Very Much” “Somewhat” “Very Little” Total
Institution Responding
Admin Faculty Admin Faculty Admin Faculty
0] 4/6 5/12 2/6 7/12 0 0 18
02 2/6 10/17 3/6 7/17 1/6 0 23
03 4/5 10/15 1/5 3/15 0 2/15 20
04 5/6 10/14 1/6 4/14 0 0 20
05 2/4 5/16 2/4 8/16 0 3/16 20
06 2/6 9/15 4/6 5/15 0 1/15 21
07 2/3 11/14 1/3 3/14 0 0 17
08 3/5 5/16 2/5 9/16 0 2/16 21
09 4/5 7/12 1/5 5/12 0 0 17
10 4/5 10/14 1/5 4/14 0 0 19
11 2/4 5/7 1/4 1/7 1/4 1/7 11
12 2/4 7/10 2/4 2/10 0 1/10 14
13 2/6 7/16 4/6 7/16 0 2/16 22
System- 38/65 101/178 25/65 65/178 2/65 12/178 243










45 of 66 68.2% Response 97 or 179 54.2% Response
Increased Access* 7** 12
Less Formality 8 6
Improved Communication 7 14
Faster/Quicker 12 8
Fewer Meetings 2 4
Less Paper Use 4 6
Provides Written Record 4 3
Less Personal/ Less 1 6 Human   
*Comments repeated by respondents the most frequently
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